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Amendment I. Congress shall make no law respecting an 
establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or 
abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of the 
people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the Government for a 
redress of grievances. 


Amendment II.a well-regulated militia being necessary to 
the security of a free state, the right of the people to keep and bear 
arms shall not be infringed. 


Amendment TTI. No soldier shall, in time of peace, be 
quartered in any house, without the consent of the owner, nor in 
time of war, but in a manner to be prescribed by law. 


Amendment IV. tie right of the people to be secure in their 
persons, houses, papers, and effects against unreasonable searches 
and seizures shall not be violated, and no warrants shall issue, 
but upon probable cause, supported by oath or affirmation, and 
particularly describing the place to be searched, and the persons or 
things to be seized. 


Amendment Vv No person shall be held to answer for a 
capital, or otherwise infamous crime, unless on a presentment or 
indictment of a grand jury, except in cases arising in the land or 
naval forces, or in the militia, when in actual service in time of war 
or public danger; nor shall any person be subject for the same offense 
to be twice put in jeopardy of life or limb; nor shall be compelled in 
any criminal case to be a witness against himself, nor be deprived of 


life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor shall private 
property be taken for public use, without just compensation. 


Amendment VI. tn all criminal prosecutions the accused 
shall enjoy the right to a speedy and public trial, by an impartial 
jury of the state and district wherein the crime shall have been 
committed, which district shall have been previously ascertained by 
law, and to be informed of the nature and cause of the accusation; 
to be confronted with the witnesses against him; to have compulsory 
process for obtain-ing witnesses in his favor, and to have the 
assistance of counsel for his defense. 


Amendment VII. im suits at common law, where the 
value in controversy shall exceed twenty dollars, the right of trial by 
jury shall be preserved, and no fact tried by a jury shall be otherwise 
re-examined in any court of the United States, than according to the 
rules of the common law. 


Amendment VIII. Excessive bail shall not be required, nor 


excessive fines imposed, nor cruel and unusual punishments inflicted. 


Amendment LX. The enumeration in the Constitution, of 
certain rights, shall not be construed to deny or disparage others 
retained by the people. 


Amendment X. The powers not delegated to the United 
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the states, are 
reserved to the states respectively, or to the people. 
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Source of Controversy 


Regarding the letter to the editor in the 
April 21 issue, the facts are wrong. In that 
letter Timothy McGaffin I] took issue with 
accusations about alleged child abuse by 
Michael Jackson, as documented by jour- 
nalist Ben Shapiro, saying that Shapiro 
was a tabloid journalist who based his 
article on files the FBI took from private 
investigator Anthony Pellicano, files that 
turned out to be “not credible.” I am An- 
thony Joseph Pellicano. 

About the letter to the editor comment- 
ing on the article by Selwyn Duke (which 
I have not read) I make the following com- 
ments: At no time during the November 21, 
2002 search of my offices, nor any of the 
subsequent searches, did the FBI, or any 
law-enforcement individuals, ever seize 
any of my work product regarding Michael 
Jackson. Absolutely NO DATA was seized. 
NOTA SINGLE PIECE OF PAPER or any 
data of any kind was present in my suite 
of offices at the time of the search. Conse- 
quently any reference to anything seized or 
recovered is blatantly false. 

I have seen, recently, some fabricated 
documents that were purportedly recov- 
ered from me, including fabricated memos, 
faxes, and other documents, which ap- 
peared in a British tabloid. I know the iden- 
tity of the individual who fabricated them, 
and I was informed of their publication 
when it happened. To respond to that bor- 
ing and fabricated article seemed foolish 
and time-consuming. I simply let it die the 
natural death that I expected would occur. 

A single transcript of a recording be- 
tween me and a tabloid journalist was 
provided by the same source of the Brit- 
ish publication. After the journalist passed 
away, that individual (the source) met with 
the wife of the tabloid journalist, sought 
out any information that she may have 
had, and located the single recording. 

I knew that I was being recorded when I 
spoke to the journalist. The journalist had 
been a source of mine for years. He had 
asked me to his home to discuss what he 
had learned about Michael; he had nothing 
of any value. The source for the British 
article approached law enforcement with 
this recording, and it has been sold and 
resold many times. 

Mr. McGaffin is in error when he 
states, “These transcripts were originally 
obtained by private investigator Anthony 
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Pellicano.” Not so. NO TRANSCRIPTS 
of any kind relating to Michael Jackson, or 
any individuals investigated by me, were 
ever recovered by the FBI, or anyone else. 
There simply were NONE PRESENT in 
my suite of offices. McGaffin could not 
possible know what transcripts or data I 
obtained — “minuscule” or otherwise. 
I am confused as to why he would even 
mention this unsupported fact. 

I am unaware of Charles Thomson’s 
article regarding Michael’s purported in- 
nocence. It may be interesting reading, or 
serve as a source of amusement for me. 

To my knowledge, no one knows the 
true facts but me. I have never spoken to 
a single individual — law enforcement or 
not — who has a single clue. And I, of 
course, have never revealed what I know 
for a fact to anyone, including Michael’s 
lawyers. Those facts remain with me. 

I find Mr. Duke’s comments silly and 
totally uninformed. 

I hope that this clears up the matter of 
what, if anything, was recovered by any 
law-enforcement agency and restate that 
there was never anything available to them 
to seize at the time of the searches. 

ANTHONY JOSEPH PELLICANO 
Big Springs, Texas 


Selwyn Duke — Mr. Pellicano’ protesta- 
tions are a little odd. While he criticizes me, 
and others, for being uninformed, he also 
admits that he did nothing — for years — to 
correct the record on supposed misinforma- 
tion that appeared in high-profile publica- 
tions, even though these entities cited him 
as the source; he said he thought the story 
would die a “natural death.” If Mr. Pel- 
licano lets information attributed to him go 
unchallenged and circulate in the public 
domain, why should it surprise him when 
people assign it credibility? He was more 
than a day late and a dollar short. 

Note that he doesn t deny the allegations 
about Jackson — he only takes pains to 
emphasize that they didnt come from him. 
In fact, he spoke volumes about those al- 
legations when he said he would find an 
article about the “purported innocence” of 
the late singer a “source of amusement.” 

What is certainly not amusing, however, 
is Mr. Pellicano’s tacit admission of lax- 
ity. Hopefully, he’ll be more diligent in 
the future about correcting the record in 
a timely fashion. @ 


INSIDE TRACK. 


The phrase “fighting climate change” has taken on new meaning, 
with the Department of Defense factoring consensus-based fore- 
casts of a warmer planet into its military preparedness models. 
Wrote NBC News’ Bill Briggs on May 11: 


US military and intelligence agencies are increasingly moni- 
toring and preparing for how, when and where the conse- 
quences of a warmer planet will collide with national secu- 
rity, requiring the eventual need to deploy American troops 
to weather-torn lands. 

... “For DoD, this is a mission reality, not a political de- 
bate,” said Mark Wright, a Pentagon spokesman. 


—————— 
Pentagon Spending Tax Money Preparing for “Climate Change” 


... “We’re taking sensible measured steps to mitigate the 
mission risk posed by climate change.” 

The problem, many critics would say, is that the DoD’s “mission 
reality” is based on the outcome of a “political debate” — not on 
sound science. Climate models that had predicted rising tempera- 
tures for the past couple of decades have proved faulty, as there 
has been no warming now for almost 18 years. Moreover, wrote 
James Taylor at Human Events on May 13, “This year has been 
the coldest year in history through May 6,” and when summer 
officially arrives, “it better be a warm one if the United States is 
to avoid setting a new record for its coldest year ever.” 

Perhaps this is why what was once billed as “global warming” 
morphed into “climate change,” and now, in deference to market- 
ing imperatives, has been rebranded “global climate disruption.” 
And this recent label’s implication, of course, is that man is the 
“disruptor.” It also allows for flexible interpretation: If the cli- 
mate becomes warmer, colder, or more volatile, it can all be said 
to accord with predictions of “disruption.” 

Of course, it’s a given that the climate will change, naturally, 
and it certainly can have dire consequences for life on Earth. 
So it certainly is legitimate for the DoD to prepare for climate- 
change contingencies. But the Pentagon’s “mission realities” are 
not based on scientific reality. 


End “Failed” UN Drug War, Urges Panel of Global Experts 


The global United Nations-mandated “war on drugs” has been a 
horrific “failure” and must end so nations can set their own poli- 
cies without UN interference, according to a May 2014 report 
by the London School of Economics’ IDEAS Center. Endorsed 
by an impressive roster of experts, economists, and insiders, the 
document highlights the exploding consumption of illegal sub- 
stances under the “failed” planetary prohibition regime while 
detailing a wide range of consequences associated with the war. 
Among the most troubling: exploding violence, human-rights 
abuses, criminal empires, corruption, unprecedented incarcera- 
tion rates, and more. 

The report, entitled “Ending the Drug Wars,” argues that the 
UN’s global war on banned substances “has failed on its own 
terms.” Citing declining drug prices and increasing purity “de- 
spite drastic increases in global enforcement spending,” the “ex- 
pert group on the economics of drug policy” said it was therefore 
time for a new strategy. “The United Nations has for too long 
tried to enforce a repressive, ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach,” said 
the authors, adding that the UN must accept that different policies 
will work for different countries. 

“The pursuit of a militarized and enforcement-led global ‘war 
on drugs’ strategy has produced enormous negative outcomes and 
collateral damage,” the report authors explain in the foreword. 
“These include mass incarceration in the United States, highly 
repressive policies in Asia, vast corruption and political desta- 
bilization in Afghanistan and West Africa, immense violence in 


Latin America, an HIV epidemic in Russia, an acute global short- 
age of pain medication and the propagation of systematic human 
rights abuses around the world.” 

Few dispute the notion that many currently illicit substances 
can wreak havoc on individuals and society. The question of how 
and where to address those real problems, though — and whether 
prohibition adds even more harm — ought to be discussed. Re- 
gardless of one’s opinion on the wisdom of a drug war, under the 
U.S. Constitution, the decision about whether or not to wage one 
belongs to the people of each state and their elected representa- 
tives in the legislatures. Neither the UN nor the federal govern- 
ment has any legitimate authority to interfere. 


EU Mandates Tracking Devices on European Cars; Nations Powerless 


Under the guise of improving “road safety,” unelected bosses at 
the European Union have decreed that all new cars across the 
bloc must be fitted with mandatory GPS tracking devices, which 
analysts say will be used by authorities to spy on citizens. Elected 
officials from the formerly sovereign nations claim there is noth- 
ing that can be done to stop the plot; however, controversy over 
the scheme in the United Kingdom is likely to pour fuel on the 
fire as the British people’s demands for secession grow louder. 
The latest surveillance gimmick to come out of Brussels will 
involve what is being described as a “black box” installed on 
all new vehicles by next year. EU commissars argued that this 


mandatory “eCall” technology would help reduce response times 
after car accidents. According to proponents, including multiple 
special interests set to profit from the mandate, the device would 
be able to detect when a car is in an accident and would automati- 
cally inform emergency services. 

An April 15 press release from the European Commission 
claimed that unspecified “estimates” suggested fatalities could be 
reduced by four percent. “In the near future, eCall will be avail- 
able for everyone in the EU, and will help us mitigate the con- 
sequences of road accidents,” said Commission Vice President 
Siim Kallas, who serves as “transportation and mobility” czar. 

While EU bosses and their apparatchiks have remained rela- 
tively quiet about the implications of the tracking technology, at 
the national level some officials have expressed concerns about 
privacy, the costs, and more. The U.K. Mail on Sunday newspa- 
per, citing official correspondence from the Department of Trans- 
port, reported May 12 that authorities in the United Kingdom 
oppose the policy. Among other concerns, it could lead to the 
“constant tracking” of vehicles, the documents show. However, it 
seems that the elected British officials believe they are powerless 
to stop the latest EU power grab. 

Similar plots have also been proposed in the United States, 
where they have met furious public resistance. There should be 
no doubt, however, that authorities have far more in mind than 
merely promoting the “common good.” 


Fed Release of Illegal Alien Criminals Prompts Outrage 


According to a report published in mid-May by the Center for Im- 
migration Studies (CIS), during 2013, Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement (ICE) released from detention 36,007 illegal im- 
migrants with criminal convictions who were awaiting the final 
disposition of their cases. 

Because many of the 36,007 freed illegal immigrants had mul- 
tiple criminal convictions, they were responsible for a total of 
87,818 convictions among them. ICE statistics indicate the num- 
ber of aliens convicted for the following crimes being released 
from custody: 
¢ 116 homicides 
* 426 sexual assaults 


* 303 kidnappings 

¢ 1,075 aggravated assaults 

¢ 1,160 stolen vehicles 

¢ 9,187 dangerous drug possessions 

¢ 24,822 DUIs (15,635 for liquor and 9,187 for dangerous drugs) 
¢ 303 flight escapes 

Jessica Vaughan, CIS’s policy studies director and author of 
the report, said the statistics discredit the Obama administration’s 
own argument that it’s trying to keep its enforcement efforts tar- 
geted at dangerous criminals. 

“We keep hearing from the administration that they are fo- 
cused like a laser on enforcement against the worst of the worst, 
convicted criminals, as their top priority. On the other hand, they 
are releasing, at a rate of about 100 a day, aliens from their cus- 
tody with criminal convictions, and many of them are serious 
criminal convictions,” said Vaughan. 

One senator who has been strong on immigration enforce- 
ment, Jeff Sessions (R-Ala.), issued a statement on April 18 
expressing his apprehension about a possible House immigra- 
tion vote. After noting that President Obama and congressional 
Democrats have “put their collective weight behind an immi- 
gration bill that delivers a sweeping amnesty for open borders 
groups and a huge guest worker surge for corporations,” Ses- 
sions observed that “House GOP leaders are considering a plan 
to move an apparently similar immigration plan this summer.” 


INSIDE TRACK 


“We Kill People Based on Metadata,” Admits Former CIA/NSA Boss 


ssentially confessing to mass murder 
Re multiple other crimes, retired Gen. 

Michael Hayden, the former boss of 
both the NSA and the CIA, admitted that the 
Obama administration has been murdering 
people around the world based solely on the so- 
called metadata collected by U.S. intelligence 
agencies. The controversial insider’s remarks 
confirmed growing fears and warnings by crit- 
ics of the out-of-control federal government 
that, despite efforts to downplay its unconsti- 
tutional spying and assassination programs, 
Americans have much to be concerned about. 

Hayden, a retired general and operative for 
the globalist Council on Foreign Relations, led 
the National Security Agency starting under the 
Clinton administration until 2005 — the same 
NSA that whistleblower Edward Snowden had recently exposed 
lawlessly spying on Americans in violation of federal law and 
the U.S. Constitution. Before taking over in 2006 at the Central 
Intelligence Agency — the outfit that has carried out much of the 
federal mass-murder-via-drone program — Hayden oversaw the 
massive expansion of NSA’s targeting of Americans. 

While credible analysts and critics widely suspect federal of- 
ficials are still hiding the truth, proponents of the illegal NSA 
espionage schemes tried to downplay its actions as the “mere” 
collection of metadata, rather than the actual content of calls 
and e-mails. Thanks to Hayden’s remarks at Johns Hopkins 
University’s Foreign Affairs Symposium on April 1, though, 
Americans can begin to understand the enormity of the danger 
— even in the unlikely event that authorities are telling the truth 
about how far the assaults on constitutionally protected privacy 
rights actually extend. 

“We kill people based on metadata,” Hayden admitted. The 
startling confession, which has sparked headlines around the 
world, came after Hayden agreed with another participant at 
the symposium that metadata can reveal “everything” about a 
surveillance target. The other participant, Georgetown Univer- 
sity Law Center Professor David Cole, had quoted NSA General 
Counsel Stewart Baker as saying, “Metadata absolutely tells you 
everything about somebody’s life. If you have enough metadata, 
you don’t really need content.” 

Hayden agreed, calling the description of the usefulness 
of metadata “absolutely correct.” Elements of the NSA’s Or- 
wellian, Fourth Amendment-shredding espionage regime tar- 
geting hundreds of millions of Americans officially came to 
light after former contractor Edward Snowden leaked docu- 
ments about it. The revelations sparked a massive public out- 
cry, which officials tried to downplay by claiming that the only 
information being collected on Americans without warrants or 
even probable cause was metadata. That collected data, though, 
includes details such as who is communicating, when, where, 
for how long, with whom, and more. 

Of course, it is now public knowledge that the Obama admin- 
istration has murdered thousands of people around the world in- 


Michael 
Hayden 


cluding women, children, and even an American teenager, using 
its drones and missiles. In fact, the White House even claims to 
believe it has the legal authority to murder its victims despite 
never charging or prosecuting them for a crime — much less 
securing a conviction in a court of law. Immediately following 
the shocking admission and a brief pause, though, Hayden tried to 
suggest that the mass-murder program relying on metadata does 
not apply domestically. 

“But that’s not what we do with this metadata,” the former CIA 
and NSA boss said after pausing for a moment, perhaps realizing 
the gravity of the admission he had just made. “It’s really impor- 
tant to understand the program in its entirety, not the potentiality 
of the program, but how the program is actually conducted.” In 
other words, after admitting that the federal government murders 
people based on metadata, Hayden quickly tried to claim that the 
information collected on Americans is not used for that purpose. 
At least not yet. 

Of course, the cat Hayden let out of the bag on metadata 
being used to select murder targets was not entirely a surprise 
to analysts who have been closely following developments in 
the growing cloud of scandal surrounding the NSA. In Feb- 
ruary, journalists Glen Greenwald and Jeremy Scahill, citing 
Snowden’s leaks and comments by U.S. officials, had reported 
essentially the same thing: that metadata collected by the NSA 
is used to pick targets for extermination. Numerous innocent 
people have “absolutely” been killed under the program, ac- 
cording to a former drone operator quoted in their Intercept 
report. 

In his May 10 report about the symposium and Hayden’s 
admission there, Georgetown University’s Cole noted that law- 
makers on both sides of the aisle have come together to rein in 
some of the worst NSA abuses uncovered thus far. The effort, 
which would put a few tepid restrictions on the NSA’s ability 
to continue violating Americans’ rights, is known as the “USA 
Freedom Act.” However, he added in the New York Review of 
Books, much more needs to be done to properly deal with the 
issue. “The biggest mistake any of us could make would be to 
conclude that this bill solves the problem,” Cole said. 
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Illinois GOP Leader Not Anxious 

to Spend Millions for an Obama Library 

“The Democrats are putting up five or six different income tax hike pro- 
posals — all under the guise that we don’t even have enough money to 
run basic state services. But then, let’s find $100 million for the library. 
I’m dumbfounded.” 

Republican House leader Jim Durkin is leading resistance to spending 
taxpayers’ money for a library that would contain President Obama’ 
papers and memorabilia. 


AP Images 


He Was at U.S. Africa Command 

Headquarters When the Benghazi Attack Occurred 
“What we did know early on was that this was a hostile action. This was no demonstration gone ter- 
ribly awry.” 

In testimony before a House committee, Air Force Brigadier General Robert Lovell countered any 
claims that the attack consisted of a response to an online video disrespectful of Islam. 


Student Loan Program a Monumental Flop 

“To Obama’s apparent surprise, when you give away free money — or in this case someone else’s 
money — people show up. Today, 1.3 million people participate with a combined debt burden of 
over $70 billion.” 

The Obama plan to deal with this is to forgive all or part of the loans, according to columnist John 
Sununu, a former U.S. senator from New Hampshire. 


Britain’s Leader Angers Many by 

Claiming That England Is a “Christian Country” 

“T believe we should be more confident about our status as a Christian 
country, more ambitious about expanding the role of faith-based organiza- 
tions, more evangelical about a faith that compels us to get out there and 
make a difference to people’s lives.” 

After Prime Minister David Cameron placed an Easter message in a 
weekly Anglican newspaper, 56 scientists, authors, broadcasters, and 
numerous others signed a letter protesting what he had offered. The 
protesters included atheists, humanists, and champions of human and 
sexual rights. 
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Suicides by Veterans a Growing Problem 

“In March [2014], not a single American service member was killed in Afghanistan or Iraq. But during 
that month, almost 700 veterans committed suicide.” 

Columnist Kevin Cullen dramatically pointed to a very serious problem that he says needs far more 
attention. 


Obama’s Thinking Shown to Be Ridiculous 
“Because millions of the unemployed have given up looking for work, the unemployment rate has 
dropped to 6.3 percent. Obama calls that good news. Heck, at this rate the 
whole nation might give up looking for a job by the time Obama leaves 
office. And he’Il report that we have reached full employment.” 
Commentator, columnist, and political office seeker Wayne Allyn Root 
shows how absurd some of the president's thinking can be. 


Keystone Project Languishes and Some Democrats Complain 

“T am frankly appalled at the continued foot-dragging by this adminis- 

tration on the Keystone project. We will now miss another construction 

season, and another opportunity to create thousands of jobs.” 

Senator Mark Begich (D-Alaska) aimed his remarks at President Obama 

when he lamented delays in the building of the oil pipeline. @ Mark 
— COMPILED BY JOHN F. McManus (ua 
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WORKING 
TOGETHER 


TO REWRITE THE 
CONSTITUTION 


The deceptive Left-Right coalition to rewrite the Constitution by means of an Article V 
convention threatens our personal rights and freedoms. 


by Christian Gomez 


“Perhaps ... it is time to rewrite our 
Constitution.” 


— Lawrence Lessig, 1993 


espite war, social upheaval, dem- 
ographic shifts, and economic 
ups and downs, the U.S. Consti- 


tution has endured for more than two cen- 
turies, securing the blessings of liberty for 


Americans. Now, however, a new threat 
emerges that seeks to radically alter the 
Constitution under the guise of amend- 
ing it. Those seeking radical change to the 
Constitution look to co-opt it by invoking 
an Article V “convention for proposing 
amendments,” otherwise known as a con- 
stitutional convention. 

Given out-of-control spending by Con- 
gress and a national debt of $17.5 trillion 
— and another estimated $129 trillion in 


unfunded liabilities — many Americans, 
especially conservatives, believe that add- 
ing a balanced budget amendment to the 
Constitution would restrain federal spend- 
ing. Having little confidence in the abil- 
ity of Congress to correct these financial 
woes, advocates for a balanced budget 
amendment (BBA) have once more turned 
their efforts to what the states can do, spe- 
cifically the Article V process. 

However, conservatives seeking a con- 
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stitutional convention to propose a BBA 
would be surprised to learn that others, 
including extreme leftists, also want a 
convention to advance their own agendas, 
proposing radical changes with which 
conservatives would vigorously disagree. 
Leading convention advocates from both 
the Left and Right are actually working to- 
gether to bring about a constitutional con- 
vention, even as key advocates on the Left 
publicly call for a “runaway” convention 
in order to make multiple and far-reaching 
changes to the Constitution. 


Amending the Constitution 

Article V is a one-paragraph article in the 
Constitution that includes two methods 
for proposing amendments. The first and 
only method used so far empowers Con- 
gress to propose an amendment “when- 
ever two thirds of the both houses shall 
deem it necessary.” 

The second method for proposing 
amendments, which has never been em- 
ployed since the original Constitutional 
Convention of 1787, is through a consti- 
tutional convention called by Congress 
“on the application of the legislatures of 
two thirds of the several states.” Once the 
applications from 34 states are received, 
Congress is constitutionally bound to “call 
a convention for proposing amendments.” 

Article V also outlines two modes of 
ratification. The amendments proposed, 
either by Congress or at a constitutional 
convention, can only become part of the 
Constitution once they have been “ratified 
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Another of Stevens’ proposals in Six Amendments is 
to change the Second Amendment to read: “A well 
regulated Militia, being necessary to the security 

of a free State, the right of the people to Keep and 
bear Arms when serving in the militia shall not be 
infringed.” (Emphasis added.) 


by the legislatures of three fourths of the 
several states, or by conventions in three 
fourths thereof, as the one or the other 
mode of ratification may be proposed by 
the Congress.” 


Back to the Future 
Well-meaning conservatives who advo- 
cate for a constitutional convention fail 
to recognize that once Congress convenes 
a convention it cannot be undone and no 
predetermined rules or limitations, adopt- 
ed by either Congress or the states, will 
have any bearing on what the convention 
delegates may choose to do or propose. As 
the representatives of the sovereign will of 
the people-at-large in each state, conven- 
tion delegates would have free latitude to 
propose any changes they see fit, includ- 
ing the writing of an entirely new consti- 
tution, along with changes to the mode of 
ratification, so as to guarantee the adop- 
tion of their amendments. This scenario is 
known as a “runaway” convention, and it 
is not without historical precedent. 

The Continental Congress originally 
tasked the delegates assembled at the 


Philadelphia Constitutional Convention of 
1787 with “the sole and express purpose 
of revising the Articles of Confederation.” 
At the time, the Articles of Confederation 
(AOC) was the law of the land. Article 
XIII of the Articles of Confederation spe- 
cifically stipulated that “any alterations” 
made to them must be unanimously “con- 
firmed by the legislatures of every State.” 
(Emphasis added.) 

Both of these mandates were clearly 
exceeded. The delegates chose to replace 
the Articles with an entirely new federal 
constitution. They also altered the mode 
of ratification from being “confirmed by 
the legislatures of every State,” in Article 
XIII of the AOC, to “the legislatures of 
three fourths of the several states, or by 
conventions in three fourths thereof,” in 
Article V of the new Constitution. (Em- 
phasis added.) 

On September 13, 1788, with only 11 of 
the 13 states having ratified the new Con- 
stitution, the Continental Congress passed 
a resolution declaring that it “had been 
ratified.” North Carolina and Rhode Island 
had not yet ratified and would not do so 
until nearly a year and a half later. On May 
29, 1790, Rhode Island became the 13th 
and final state to ratify the Constitution. 
The new Constitution replacing the AOC 
was adopted before being “confirmed by 
the legislatures of every State,” as Article 
XIII required. With such precedent, who 
can say it will not happen again? 


The miracle at Philadelphia, which 
produced one of the greatest documents 

in human history, restraining the power of 
the federal government by granting it only a 
certain few and well-defined powers, would 
not happen today, given the modern age 

of mass media and popular democracy. A 
new federal constitutional convention would 
include delegates from both the Left and the 
Right, many of whom would propose far- 
reaching changes to the Constitution, thereby 
threatening our constitutionally secured rights. 
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Call a Convention 
Founded in 2013, Call a Con- 
vention is an organization whose 
stated purpose is to reform Wash- 


is a nonprofit organization that 
describes itself as “an alliance 
between Conservatives and Pro- 
gressives for fundamental elec- 


The Article V Movement - Right and 
Left Working Together for Real 
Reform 


ington, “striking at the root of in- 
creasingly troubling issues which 
have plagued our federal govern- 
ment for decades” by way of an 
“Article V Amendments Conven- 
tion.” Call a Convention devotes 
its efforts to getting groups on 
both the Right and Left to work 
together in order to convince state 
legislatures to petition Congress to 
call a convention. 

Point one of Call a Convention’s 
strategy calls for the creation of a 
“non-partisan collaboration with 
other Article V and Amendments 
groups.” Under the “About” menu 
item on the Call a Convention web- 
site, there is an “Article V Advo- 
cates” webpage with the headline 
“The Article V Movement — Right 
and Left Working Together for Real 
Reform” (see graphic on this page). 
Under the headline we are told: 
“We are organizations and individ- 
uals from both the right and the left 
who recognize that Washington is 
broken and will not reform itself... 
[We] must call a Convention, and 
move forward on our common 
ground for the good of the nation.” 

Below this explanation is a list 
of various conservative “Article V 
Movement” groups, such as Mark 
Meckler and Michael Farris’ Convention 
of States (COS), Article V Caucus (of state 
legislators), American Legislative Ex- 
change Council (ALEC), Balanced Bud- 
get Amendment Task Force, and Compact 
for America. Listed along with these con- 
servative groups are progressive liberal 
organizations, such as Convention USA, 
Amend America, ArticleV.org (“the Inter- 
Occupy Article V Work Group”), Call a 
Convention, and Wolf-PAC. Although 
most of these groups claim to favor only 
a “limited” convention to propose one 


The Articte V Mevemment consists of nusmerecs 
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The Article V Movement page (above) on the “Call a 
Convention” website boasts the names of various pro-Article 
V convention groups and individuals from both the Right and 
Left that are “Working Together for Real Reform.” 


amendment or a few limited amendments, 
they are nevertheless listed on the Call 
a Convention website as members of a 
movement whose goal is “a truly open and 
constructive” Article V convention. 

The faces behind Call a Convention 
are Lawrence Lessig, its founder; Jeff 
McLean, the executive director; and 
Shelby Williams, who serves as the di- 
rector. Before becoming executive direc- 
tor of Call a Convention, Jeff McLean 
served as vice-president of Americans 
United to Rebuild Democracy, which 


Levinson contends that “the Constitution is both 


insufficiently democratic, ... 


and significantly 


dysfunctional.” Levinson writes, “We should no longer 
express our blind devotion to it.” 
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tion reforms including a clean 
elections system, congressional 
term limits and a ban on the prac- 
tice of Gerrymandering.” 

Leading the pack is Lawrence 
Lessig, who founded Call a Con- 
vention in August 2013. Lessig 
holds the title of Roy L. Furman 
Professor of Law and Leadership 
at Harvard Law School, and has 
previously taught law at the Uni- 
versity of Chicago and Stanford 
Law School. Lessig served as an 
advisor on Barack Obama’s 2008 
presidential campaign, and his 
name was even rumored as a pos- 
sible Supreme Court justice nomi- 
nee should Obama win the election. 
Lessig’s name also appeared on the 
2013 guest list for the Bilderberg 
Conference, where establishment 
bigwigs from Europe and North 
America met to discuss various top- 
ics, including U.S. foreign policy, 
the EU, the promises and impacts 
of online education, and national- 
ism and populism. 

Lessig emerged on the nation- 
al scene following the Supreme 
Court’s 2010 ruling in Citizens 
United v. Federal Election Com- 
mission, which allowed corpora- 
tions, specifically incorporated 
501(c)(4) public advocacy groups, and 
trade associations to make financial con- 
tributions to electoral races. Since then, 
Lessig and left-wing Article V groups, 
such as Move to Amend and Wolf-PAC, 
have taken the lead in seeking to overturn 
the court’s decision by pushing for a cam- 
paign finance amendment to the Constitu- 
tion that would bar all private money from 
political races and require elections to be 
publicly financed. 

Another page on Call a Convention’s 
website lists the various “Amendments” 
they support: a Balanced Budget Amend- 
ment, a Campaign Finance Amendment, 
a National Debt Relief Amendment, Term 
Limits for Congress, and Term Limits for 
Supreme Court Justices. However, since 
Call a Convention’s goal is “a truly open 
and constructive” convention, the listing of 
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these amendments is likely only a means 
toward their ultimate objective of propos- 
ing radical rewrites to the Constitution. 

In his 2011 book, Republic, Lost: How 
Money Corrupts Congress — and a Plan 
to Stop It, Lessig discussed the adverse 
implications to “democracy” from the Su- 
preme Court’s ruling in the Citizens Unit- 
ed case. Unsurprisingly, Chapter 20 of the 
book outlined a constitutional convention 
as the necessary solution. On page 293, 
Lessig stressed the need for a convention 
on the basis of the fundamentally transfor- 
mative changes that only a constitutional 
convention could bring about: “Even 
though it has never happened, however, a 
constitutional convention is the one final 
plausible strategy for forcing fundamen- 
tal reform onto our Congress.” (Emphasis 
added.) On the same page, Lessig contin- 
ued to make his desire for a broad constitu- 
tional convention clear when he explained 
that going through Congress to propose 
amendments would fall short of resulting 
in the type of “fundamental reform” only 
achievable through a convention: 


It’s going to be easier to organize 
movements within the states to de- 
mand fundamental reform than it 
will be to organize Congress to vote 
for any particular amendment to the 
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Constitution to effect that reform. 
And more important, it’s going to 
be much easier to get a conversation 
about fundamental reform going in 
the context of a call for a conven- 
tion than it will be through any other 
plausible political means. The rea- 
son is an important strategic oppor- 
tunity that a call for a convention 
would offer and that a demand for 
an amendment would not: different 
souls with different objectives could 
agree on the need for a convention 
without agreeing on the particular 
proposals that a convention should 
recommend. Some might want term 
limits. Some might want to abolish 
the Electoral College, or ban po- 
litical gerrymandering. And some 
might want to demand a system 
for funding elections that restores 
integrity and independence to Con- 
gress (me!). 

All of these different souls could agree 
at least on the need to create the plat- 
form upon which their different ideas 
could be debated. The platform is the 
convention. [Emphasis added. ] 


Call a Convention’s founder places greater 
emphasis and importance on the “plat- 
form” than on any particular amendments. 
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The five amendments listed on Call a Con- 
vention’s website are merely a catalyst of 
the “different ideas” necessary to convince 
both the Right and the Left to come to- 
gether in support of a convention, whose 
true purpose is to debate and propose fun- 
damental changes to the Constitution. 


Co-opting the Right 

Since the mid 1970s, conservative at- 
tempts at a constitutional convention 
have been primarily focused on add- 
ing a balanced budget amendment to the 
Constitution. One of the groups pushing 
hard for a BBA via an Article V conven- 
tion today is Compact for America. The 
Compact for America (CFA) is a 501(c) 
(3) nonprofit organization with an ambi- 
tious plan that calls for the creation of an 
interstate compact, made up of 38 states 
(the minimum required number of states to 
ratify an amendment to the Constitution), 
to petition Congress to call an Article V 
convention for proposing a balanced bud- 
get amendment, which would also be “pre- 
drafted” and “‘pre-ratified” within the 38 
states’ initial applications. 

CFA’s plan calls for designating the 
governor of each state to serve as his or 
her state’s official delegate to the conven- 
tion. The CFA is the brainchild of Nick 
Dranias, the director of policy and con- 
stitutional government for the Goldwater 
Institute. Among those on CFA’s advisory 
council is Lawrence Lessig. 

Another organization listed on Call a 
Convention’s “Article V Movement” page 
is Convention of States (COS), which is 
a project of Mark Meckler’s Citizens for 
Self-Governance (CSG). Convention of 
States encourages state legislatures to in- 
troduce and pass resolutions applying to 
Congress to call a convention of the states 
in order to propose “amendments that im- 
pose fiscal restraints on the federal gov- 
ernment, limit the power and jurisdiction 
of the federal government, and limit the 
terms of office for its officials.” 


Left and Right working together to rewrite 
the Constitution: On September 24-25, 
2011, Lawrence Lessig (left) and Mark 
Meckler cohosted the Harvard Conference 
on the Constitutional Convention, which was 
intended to bring both the Left and Right 
together to work toward a constitutional 
convention. 
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Before establishing Citizens for Self- 
Governance in 2012, Mark Meckler was 
the co-founder and national coordina- 
tor for Tea Party Patriots. In 2011, both 
Meckler and Lessig attended the Confer- 
ence on the Constitutional Convention 
(ConConCon), held at Harvard University 
September 24-25, 2011. Meckler cohosted 
the event with Lessig, which, like Call a 
Convention, intended to bring both the 
Right and Left together to work toward a 
new constitutional convention. Also in at- 
tendance at the Harvard ConConCon was 
Nick Dranias of CFA. 

As recently as March 21, 2014, both 
Lessig and Meckler spoke at the same 
event, this time at the Citizen Univer- 
sity’s (motto: “Let’s Do Democracy’) 
Annual National Conference in Seattle; 
Lessig’s topic was “How to Start a Re- 
bellion,” featuring “bottom up change 
and passionate cross-partisan political 
rejuvenation.” Lessig’s connection with 
CFA and Mark Meckler is not so much an 
endorsement for a BBA or limited gov- 
ernment as it is an opportunity for Lessig 
to work alongside conservatives toward 
the common goal of a constitutional con- 
vention. The Right is being used to help 
facilitate the aspiration of Lessig and oth- 
ers for a convention to make far-reaching 
changes to the Constitution. 
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Working With the Left 

Following the Supreme Court’s decision 
in the Citizens United case, the Left made 
campaign finance reform the rallying cry 
for their efforts to amend the Constitution. 
Cenk Uygur, the host and producer of The 
Young Turks, has been a strong supporter 
for campaign finance reform following 
the court’s ruling. Uygur also attended the 
Harvard ConConCon, where he became 
convinced that the only recourse for cam- 
paign finance reform is an Article V con- 
stitutional convention. 

In November 2011, Uygur founded 
Wolf-PAC with the stated aim to “restore 
true, representative democracy in the 
United States by pressuring our State Rep- 
resentatives to pass a much needed 28th 
Amendment to our Constitution which 
would end corporate personhood and pub- 
licly finance all elections in our country.” 
The text of Wolf-PAC’s proposed “28th 
Amendment” reads: 


Corporations are not people. They 
have none of the Constitutional rights 
of human beings. Corporations are 
not allowed to give money to any 
politician directly or indirectly. No 
politician can raise over $100 from 
any person or entity. All elections 
must be publicly financed. 


Left-wing Article V convention proponent: Cenk Uygur (left), the host and producer of The Young 
Turks, founded Wolf-PAC to overturn the 2010 Supreme Court’s Citizens United decision by way of 
an Article V constitutional convention. So far this year, 14 state legislatures have introduced Wolf- 
PAC resolutions. Vermont became the first state to approve a Wolf-PAC resolution in March. 


. 


Since Wolf-PAC’s creation, both Uygur and 
Lessig have toured the country making ap- 
pearances together encouraging people and 
state legislators to support and pass Article 
V applications for a convention to propose 
this “28th Amendment.” Lessig and Uygur 
are not the only notable personalities on the 
Left who would welcome an Article V con- 
vention to overturn the Supreme Court’s 
Citizens United ruling. 

In his newest book, Six Amendments: 
How and Why We Should Change the 
Constitution (2014), former Supreme 
Court Associate Justice John Paul Ste- 
vens, who wrote the dissenting opinion 
in the Supreme Court’s Citizens United 
case, proposes adding the following 43 
words to amend the First Amendment of 
the Constitution: 


Neither the First Amendment nor 
any other provision of this Constitu- 
tion shall be construed to prohibit the 
Congress or any state from imposing 
reasonable limits on the amount of 
money that candidates for public of- 
fice, or their supporters, may spend in 
election campaigns. 


Another of Stevens’ proposals in Six 
Amendments is to change the Second 
Amendment to read: “A well regulated 
Militia, being necessary to the security 
of a free State, the right of the people to 
keep and bear Arms when serving in the 
militia shall not be infringed.” (Emphasis 
added.) The addition of these five words 
essentially allows for the criminalization 
and disarming of homeowners and law- 
abiding citizens. 

Justice Stevens is not alone in seeking 
to alter the Second Amendment. Also in 
attendance at the Harvard ConConCon 
was then-Texas Wesleyan Law School 
Professor Mary Penrose, who currently 
teaches at Texas A&M University School 
of Law. Speaking at the 2013 UConn 
School of Law Second Amendment 
Symposium, Penrose said gun violence 
required “drastic measures” and affirmed 
that “there is not a single amendment that 
is absolute ... no constitutional right is 
sacred.” She continued, “It’s time today, 
in our drastic measures, to repeal and re- 
place that Second Amendment.” Halfway 
through her talk she stated, “I’m in favor 
of redrafting the entire Constitution.” 
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Before leaving the podium 
Penrose concluded, “My so- 
lution goes through the Ar- 
ticle V process ... through 
the states model.” 

Also listed on Call a Con- 
vention’s “Article V Move- 
ment” page is Convention 
USA. Convention USA 
is a nonprofit corporation 
that was founded by Chief 
Justice of the Michigan 
Supreme Court Thomas E. 
Brennan and several of his 
close associates. Conven- 
tion USA describes itself as 
an “interactive, virtual con- 
vention being conducted on 
the Internet for the purpose 
of proposing amendments 
to the Constitution of the 
United States in the manner 
provided for in Article V of 
the federal constitution.” 
Anyone can sign up on its 
website as a “delegate” to 
participate in the online 
“convention” to propose and 
debate amendments desired 
to be proposed and debated 
at a real constitutional con- 
vention. This virtual con- 
vention will “adjourn sine 
die when the United States 
Congress calls a convention 
pursuant to Article V,” Con- 
vention USA’s website states. Their goal 
is to “generate a groundswell of public 
support for an Article V convention, and 
force Congress to call the convention.” 

Convention USA’s advisory board in- 
cludes Lawrence Lessig. Other members 
of the advisory board have proposed their 
own amendments, which would funda- 
mentally transform the Constitution. 


Endgame: Constitutional Rewrite 

Among the names listed on Convention 
USA’s advisory board is University of 
Texas Law School Professor Sanford 
Levinson. On page nine of Levinson’s 
book Our Undemocratic Constitution: 
Where the Constitution Goes Wrong 
(And How We the People Can Correct It) 
(2006), he contends that “the Constitu- 
tion is both insufficiently democratic, ... 
and significantly dysfunctional.” Levin- 
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University of Texas Law School Professor Sanford Levinson asked in his 
book Our Undemocratic Constitution. “Shall Congress call a constitutional 
convention empowered to consider the adequacy of the Constitution and, 

if thought necessary, to draft a new constitution that, upon completion, will 
be submitted to the electorate for its approval or disapproval by majority 
vote?” (Emphasis added.) 


son writes, “We should no longer express 
our blind devotion to it.” He invites the 
reader to answer five questions in order 
to “scrutinize the adequacy of today’s 
Constitution.” The first question Levin- 
son asks is: 


Even if you support having a Senate 
in addition to the House of Represen- 
tatives, do you support as well giving 
Wyoming the same number of votes 
as California, which has roughly sev- 
enty times the population? 


Levinson’s final question hints at wanting 
to lower the threshold of the required num- 
ber of states to ratify an amendment: 


Do you support the ability of thirteen 
legislative houses in as many states to 
block constitutional amendments de- 
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sired by the overwhelming 
majority of Americans as 
well as, possibly, eighty- 
six out of the ninety-nine 
legislative houses in the 
American states? 


On page 11, Levinson makes 
the following proposal to ad- 
dress these questions: 


Shall Congress call a 
constitutional convention 
empowered to consider 
the adequacy of the Con- 
stitution and, if thought 
necessary, to draft a new 
constitution that, upon 
completion, will be sub- 
mitted to the electorate 
for its approval or disap- 
proval by majority vote? 
Unless and until a new 
constitution gains popular 
approval, the current Con- 
stitution will continue in 
place. [Emphasis added. | 


CRATIC 
UTION 


Initially, Levinson sought a 
citizens-led campaign to in- 
dividually petition Congress 
to call a convention. How- 
ever, on page 174, he stated 
that if Congress resists the 
petitions of citizens for a con- 
vention that then “one moves 
on to the procedure set out in Article V and 
lobbies for state legislatures to send simi- 
lar petitions to Congress.” Levinson con- 
tinued, “We are surely entitled to believe 
that Congress would adhere to the clear 
command of the Constitution and call a 
convention should two-thirds of the states 
agree.” Apart from serving on Convention 
USA’s advisory board, Levinson was one 
of the invited guest speakers at the Harvard 
ConConCon. Furthermore, Levinson is 
also listed on Call a Convention’s “Article 
V Movement” page. 

As for Lawrence Lessig, the founder of 
Call a Convention, he wrote the following 
in an article entitled “Fidelity in Transla- 
tion,’ published in the May 1993 issue of 
the Texas Law Review: 


We live in a time when almost sixty 
percent of the American public can- 
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Eliminating freedoms he doesn’t like: Former Associate Justice John Paul Stevens proposes 
six alterations to the Constitution in his new book, Six Amendments: How and Why We Should 
Change the Constitution, among which include curtailing the First Amendment through campaign 
finance reform and limiting the “right of the people to keep and bear arms,” as provided in the 
Second Amendment, to only “when serving in the Militia.” 


not even identify the Bill of Rights. 
If the document has become so out 
of date that its meaning is no longer 
plain to all — if it has become im- 
possible to imagine a world where or- 
dinary people carry the Constitution 
in their pockets — then perhaps it is 
time to restore its meaning by, as Jus- 
tice [John Paul] Stevens has recently 
suggested, amending the text to pre- 
serve the meaning. Perhaps, that is, 
it is time to rewrite our Constitution. 


[Emphasis added. ] 


Under the guise of trying to make the 
Constitution more understandable for “or- 
dinary people,” Lessig reveals his desire to 
rewrite the Constitution. Lessig then goes 
on to confirm his intention to rewrite the 
Constitution: 


We are like the person who finds 
himself at the store, with a list he can 
no longer make out, struggling to 
reconstruct what it must have been 
that he wanted to buy; at some point 
it may make sense simply to decide 
again what he wants, to rewrite the 
list, to give up the obsession that it 
must be the same as the old list, to 
move on. [Emphasis added. ] 


Lessig, the godfather of the Article V 
movement, believes “it is time to rewrite 
our Constitution” and that those who ad- 
here to the Constitution as it is should 
“give up the obsession that it must be the 
same as the old” in order “to move on.” 
Lessig’s statements invoke the same sen- 
timent as Levinson’s. 

During the ConConCon, Uygur asked 
Lessig questions about the prospect of 
a new constitutional convention and the 
possibility that it would become a run- 
away convention. Lessig responded that 
any “crazy amendments” proposed at a 
convention would still need to be ratified 
by 38 states. Uygur joyfully continued, 
“T agree, and the original convention they 
say was ... arunaway convention. It was, 
and it produced the greatest document 
known to man.” Lessig then smiled and 
replied, “Let’s have some more runaway 
conventions.” 

A “runaway” con- 
vention does not 
scare Lessig; it is 
precisely what moti- 
vates him. Individu- 
als such as Lessig, 
Levinson, Penrose, 
and Stevens seek to 
do away with the 


“outdated” Constitution of 1787 and re- 
place it with an entirely new constitution 
bearing little similarity to the current 
one. With each application petitioning 
Congress to call a constitutional con- 
vention, the country moves closer to en- 
abling the Left to completely rewrite the 
Constitution. The Left’s deceptive quest 
to rewrite the Constitution is nothing 
new and would have transpired already 
had it not been for the effectual and fer- 
vent work of The John Birch Society. For 
decades The John Birch Society and its 
members across the country have worked 
tirelessly, actively educating people and 
lawmakers about the dangers of a consti- 
tutional convention. Art Thompson, CEO 
of The John Birch Society, told THE NEw 
AMERICAN: 


With the failure of the Equal Rights 
Amendment, the overt thrust of the 
Left to alter the nature of our Con- 
stitution segued into a stealth pro- 
gram to bring about a constitutional 
convention in the name of instituting 
what American conservatives val- 
ued: pro-life, against flag burning, a 
balanced budget — anything to gain 
support for an initiative to set the 
stage for changing the Constitution. 
And, all the while, the Left has been 
involved in the process. 


Thompson continued, “More and more 
evidence has surfaced that this is the 
case. The John Birch Society has been 
the vanguard for 40 years in prevent- 
ing a constitutional convention and we 
continue to be that vanguard.” Unless 
Americans become educated and get ac- 
tively involved, the names Washington, 
Madison, and Franklin will be effaced 
by the names Lessig, Levinson, and Pen- 
rose. As Lessig gleefully wrote in 2010 
regarding an Article V constitutional 
convention, “It would be a grand circus 
of democracy.” 
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in Collusion for Amnesty 


If you or | were to smuggle more than four boxes of Cuban 
cigars into America, we would face fines and jail time, yet 
our government aids millions of illegal immigrants. 


by Andy Ramirez 


Dedicated in memory of William S. “Bill” 
King, Jr, U.S. Border Patrol chief, retired, 
1929-2014; friend and mentor who taught 
me about the legacy of the Border Patrol 
— honor first! 


number of GOP senators sent a let- 
A& of protest to President Obama 

on April 24, 2014, regarding pres- 
idential policies that prevent immigration 
agents from enforcing immigration law. 
The letter takes a stand against unilat- 
eral, blatantly unconstitutional actions of 
the Obama administration in suspending 


Andy Ramirez is a recognized national expert on 
border security, having testified before the Congress 
and the California State Legislature, as well as on 
the DHS and DOJ. He has appeared on numerous 
TV news programs and nationally syndicated talk- 


radio shows. 
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immigration laws and moving toward an 
open-border policy, while ostensibly up- 
holding the law and enforcing the border. 
(The Constitution requires of the president 
to “take care that the laws are faithfully 
executed.”’) The letter said, in part: 


Since 2009, your administration has 
issued policy directives and memo- 
randa incrementally nullifying im- 
migration enforcement in the interior 
of the United States — to the point 
that unless individuals in the country 
illegally are apprehended, tried, and 
convicted for a felony or other seri- 
ous offense, they are free to live and 
work in the country. 

... And recently revealed docu- 
ments from ICE [Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement] show that in 
2013, the agency released 68,000 po- 
tentially deportable aliens deemed by 
ICE to pose a criminal threat. 


Ironically, the letter was signed by sena- 
tors who had voted in favor of S-744, 
the bill drafted by the Senate’s Gang of 
Eight that aimed to give amnesty to illegal 
aliens while expanding the Department of 
Homeland Security (DHS). 

Meanwhile, contrary to recommenda- 
tions by border security experts and im- 
migration enforcement leaders across 
America, the House Republican leadership 
continues to ignore documentation and 
facts provided by DHS whistleblowers who 
risk their careers as they seek government 
accountability from Capitol Hill. 

In point of fact, it can be said that while 
the Obama administration actively di- 
minishes or breaks immigration laws to 
“buy” the Hispanic vote, the Republican 
leadership is either looking the other way 
or abetting the crimes — some proof of 
which I will provide. 

This story is based on documentation this 
writer has seen and on testimony of federal 
DHS whistleblowers, given in July 2013 on 
Capitol Hill to key House Republican lead- 
ers. As part of my position as president and 
founder of the Law Enforcement Officers 
Advocates Council, I facilitated these meet- 


17 


ings. While protecting the identities of the 
whistleblowers, illicit activities will be ex- 
posed: political expedience, compromises, 
and internal corruption. 


Compromised by Politics 

Legislation introduced by former Senator 
Joe Lieberman and the late Senator Arlen 
Specter in response to the 9/11 terrorist at- 
tack on America resulted in the creation 
of the Department of Homeland Security. 
Initially supported by Democrats, it was 
opposed by then-President George W. 
Bush. In June 2002, Bush promptly re- 
versed positions and not only embraced 
the massive reorganization of key U.S. 
agencies under the DHS, but put appoin- 
tees in place who have not only been un- 
qualified for the job, but helped degrade 
previously effective agencies. 

Some of the agencies that fell under the 
aegis of the Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity were the Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion Service and the U.S. Border Patrol, for- 
merly under the U.S. Department of Justice; 
and U.S. Customs, formerly at the Treasury 
Department, which became the U.S. Cus- 
toms and Border Protection agency, known 
more commonly as CBP. Also, brought over 
from Treasury was the U.S. Secret Service, 
which previously had two key missions: 
investigations of counterfeit currency and 
protection of the president and other execu- 
tive branch leaders, foreign dignitaries, and 
congressional leaders in line for the presi- 
dency during times of emergency. 

CBP declares in its mission statement 
that it is the guardian of our nation’s bor- 
ders and that it represents America’s front- 
line and safeguards the American home- 
land at and beyond our borders, protecting 
the American public against terrorists and 
instruments of terror while steadfastly en- 
forcing America’s laws and fostering our 
nation’s economic security through lawful 
international trade and travel. It claims to 
serve the American public with vigilance, 
integrity, and professionalism. 


PROTECTING 
THE 
HOMELAND 


President George W. Bush, with Secretary Tom Ridge (left front), addresses Homeland Security 
issues with law-enforcement personnel forming a backdrop for the speech. 


While that may be the mission, it 
doesn’t reflect reality at all. 

Though there are over 62,000 employ- 
ees at CBP, primarily under the Office of 
Border Patrol (OBP, formerly U.S. Bor- 
der Patrol) and the Office of Field Op- 
erations (OFO, formerly U.S. Customs), 
safeguarding U.S. borders and American 
citizens has not been happening. 

Over the past decade, Border Patrol 
agents, the retired agents corps, and U.S. 
citizens have accused these agencies of the 
U.S. government not only of compromis- 
ing safety, but ultimately of obstructing 
justice by refusing to allow agents to en- 
force the laws. 

Dave Stoddard, retired U.S. Border Pa- 
trol supervisory agent and former chair- 
man of the National Association of Former 
Border Patrol Officers, stated: 


The Obama Administration and At- 
torney General Eric Holder have 


In point of fact, it can be said that while the Obama 
administration actively diminishes or breaks 
immigration laws to “buy” the Hispanic vote, the 
Republican leadership is either looking the other way 


or abetting the crimes. 
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taken a “nation of laws” and per- 
verted it into a nation where elected 
leaders have the audacity to ignore 
laws they don’t agree with or which 
they find to be politically expedient 
not to enforce. Our constitutional bal- 
ance of powers has been turned on 
its head, and lawlessness has been 
officially endorsed. Our immigration 
laws are ignored, and illegal aliens 
have become a protected class, not 
by law but by presidential decree and 
political correctness. 


As part of the rules hampering agents 
while carrying out their lawful duties in 
enforcing immigration law, Border Pa- 
trol agents are cut off the clock at eight 
hours regardless of who or what they’re 
tracking or pursuing. Also, when illegal 
aliens are apprehended, they gain legal 
counsel with the assistance of the local 
Mexican consulate offices. And any ac- 
tion by an agent that can be “spun” to 
make the agent look bad will result in 
a lawsuit by the illegal alien, as well 
as prosecution by the U.S. Justice De- 
partment. Our Justice Department has 
repeatedly prosecuted agents for civil 
rights violations, even if they were act- 
ing to save their own lives or inflicted 
minor — if any — injuries to an ille- 
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Ganging up on middle-class America: Eight U.S. senators from both sides of the political 
spectrum made up the “Gang of Eight” who, despite the crime and costs of illegal immigrants and 
continued documented DHS internal corruption, continued their quest to provide amnesty under 
the guise of “immigration reform.” 


gal alien, regardless of the crimes being 
committed by the illegals themselves. 

In one instance, when a drug smug- 
gler named Osvaldo Aldrete-Davila fled 
from Border Patrol agents Ignacio Ramos 
and Jose Compean and then was shot and 
wounded when he pointed a gun at the 
agents, the U.S. Attorney’s Office prosecut- 
ed the agents after the Mexican Consulate 
demanded it. The U.S. attorney even al- 
lowed Davila to continue smuggling drugs 
with impunity until he testified at trial. 

One can go back to the Bush adminis- 
tration to see how the Justice Department 
prosecuted numerous border agents — 
the subject of a prior TNA article entitled 
“War on the Border Patrol.” The whole 
point of these prosecutions was to dis- 
courage agents from doing their job and 
enforcing the laws. 

Sadly, there’s plenty of evidence that 
the government is obstructing justice and 
breaking U.S. laws to protect illegal aliens 
and weaken border controls. 

ICE National Agents Union President 
Chris Crane testified, “I think most Ameri- 
cans assume that ICE agents and officers 
are empowered by the government to en- 
force the law. Nothing could be further 
from the truth. With 11 million people in 
the country illegally, ICE agents are now 
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prohibited from arresting individuals sole- 
ly on the charges of illegal entry or visa 
overstay — the two most frequently vio- 
lated sections of immigration law.” 

Worse, a good case could even be made 
that the border has been largely yielded 
to drug cartels. Evidence is abundant that 
America’s borders are still porous nearly 
13 years after the 9/11 terrorist attack. 

According to Stoddard, “Vast regions of 
the Arizona desert have been surrendered 
to Mexican drug cartels. Some of those 
regions are labeled ‘Wilderness Areas.’ In 
those areas, Border Patrol Agents must 
bow to BLM (Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment) and other federal agency rules and 
regulations although drug traffickers and 
people smugglers don’t bother to observe 
those regulations. Those problem wilder- 
ness areas have become corridors used by 
foreign lawbreakers while U.S. Border 
Patrol Agents are prohibited from entry 
except under very narrow circumstances, 
and illegal aliens from all over the world 
pour across our borders and are given pro- 
tection by our own government.” 

We must also remember that Mexi- 
can drug cartels have been armed by the 
Obama administration under the disas- 
trous Operation Fast & Furious, which led 
to countless firearms winding up in the 


hands of drug mules. In that operation, 
the government claimed that it was al- 
lowing straw buyers to purchase weapons 
in the United States on the behalf of drug 
dealers in order to catch the heads of the 
drug gangs, but investigations revealed 
that the government had no plan to track 
the guns to their destinations or to catch 
any high-level criminals — the program 
was simply meant to give guns to the car- 
tels. This unconscionable program under 
the supervision of the Justice Department 
led to the murders of Border Patrol Agent 
Brian Terry in 2010 in Arizona, and ICE 
Special Agent Jaime Zapata, who was am- 
bushed in Mexico in 2011. 


Testifying to Corruption 

In the summer of 2013, the level of 
DHS’s ineptitude and corruption, and its 
ability to stretch its leash without over- 
sight and accountability from Congress, 
was witnessed firsthand by courageous 
whistleblowers from the Department of 
Homeland Security when they met with 
members of Congress who are considered 
top border security hawks and who serve 
on key oversight committees. I accompa- 
nied the whistleblowers to testify. 

While these brave people’s names can- 
not be released publicly, to protect them, 
the issues they spoke about should be 
made public because the issues were of 
a very serious nature and should have re- 
sulted in hearings when Congress returned 
from the break in September of 2013. 

The whistleblowers alerted the con- 
gressmen about perjury by upper ech- 
elon members of the CBP; fraud under 
the Secure Borders Initiative (a program 
to coordinate border security operations 
among DHS border agencies: Customs 
and Border Protection, Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement, U.S. Citizenship 
and Immigration Services, and the U.S. 
Coast Guard); blatant, unethical hiring and 
promotion practices to enforce de facto 
amnesty and to neuter illegal-immigra- 
tion enforcement efforts; discrimination 
against America’s veterans; internal cor- 
ruption by internal affairs, which serves as 
the “cops’ cops”; and collusion with the 
Mexican government that would expose 
American border-protection strategies to 
corrupt Mexican officials. 

To be clear, the testimony — which the 
whistleblowers risked their careers and 
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even lives to give — should have led to 
hearings; it didn’t. 


Perjury Before Congress 

Though constituent demands aren’t yet 
overwhelming Congress to fix such prob- 
lems, maybe the following instances of 
collusion between frontline members of 
the senior staff entrusted to safeguard our 
borders and the politicians who appointed 
them will generate that demand. 

On June 27, 2013, two critical things 
occurred having to do with enforcing im- 
migration laws — or more to the point, 
with not enforcing the laws. On that day, 
“comprehensive immigration reform” in 
the form of S-744, authored by the now 
infamous “Gang of Eight” consisting of 
Democrats Chuck Schumer, Bob Menen- 
dez, Dick Durban, and Michael Bennett 
and Republicans John McCain, Jeff Flake, 
Lindsey Graham, and Marco Rubio, was 
up for final passage on the floor of the U.S. 
Senate. The House Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform Committee’s National Secu- 
rity Subcommittee was hearing testimony 
from Michael Fisher, chief of the Border 
Patrol; David Murphy, acting assistant 
commissioner for the Office of Field Op- 
erations (Customs), and Thomas Homan, 
representing U.S. Immigration and Cus- 
toms Enforcement. 

About that testimony, a source told me 
that the witnesses “were directed by DHS 
to not answer the committee’s questions, 
especially on border security.” The reason 
was clear: With the Gang of Eight’s bill 
on the Senate floor, DHS was not taking 
any chances in sworn, televised testimony, 
of something being said that would under- 
mine amnesty efforts. 

Though no documents are available to 
prove the validity of the source’s claim, 
the men’s testimony speaks for itself. The 
men’s failure to give responses to even sim- 
ple questions under oath was indicative of 
either gross incompetence on their part or 
obstruction of an official legislative inquiry. 

As someone who comes in contact with 
Border Patrol agents regularly, I can say 
with certainty that even a trainee at the 
Federal Law Enforcement Training Center 
could have easily answered the basic ques- 
tions put to the men — let alone the “se- 
nior executive service” personnel wearing 
four stars on their collars who were being 
questioned — so any and all of the “I don’t 
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U.S. Customs and Border Protection 


Michael Fisher, chief of the Border Patrol, and David Murphy, acting assistant commissioner for 
the Office of Field Operations (formerly U.S. Customs), refused to provide accurate answers and 
stonewalled Congress as they testified before the House Oversight Committee’s National Security 


Subcommittee on June 27, 2013. 


know” responses by the witnesses should 
have resulted in subpoenas for them. The 
non-cooperation of these top dogs from 
CBP and ICE with Congress went beyond 
mere stonewalling of committee members, 
to actual lying to Congress. 

Here are some examples: 

¢ In answering Congressman Kerry 
Bentivolio’s query about the origin of 
the claim that there are 11 million illegal 
aliens in the United States, Chief Fisher 
claimed he did not know, though that 
number came from former Deputy Com- 
missioner of U.S. Customs and Border 
Protection David Aguilar. Aguilar stated 
that number in the infamous Tucson agent 
musters on June 14, 2007. At the very 
least, Fisher would have known that “11 
million” is a number generated by DHS. 
While unknown to civilians how the gov- 
ernment arrived at that number, Fisher 
would be fully aware as a chief patrol 
agent leading the San Diego Sector back 
in 2007 because all chief patrol agents and 
top managers attended the Tucson mus- 
ters. Also, Fisher is a longstanding crony 
of his predecessor Aguilar. 

¢« When questioned by Congressman 
John Mica about border technology, Chief 
Fisher claimed to be unaware about any 
aspect of technology or its usefulness, and 
acting assistant commissioner of U.S. Cus- 
toms Murphy claimed not to know how 
Global Entry works. However, as the act- 
ing top CBP officer, Murphy knows that 


Global Entry is a system that allows expe- 
dited entry into America for pre-screened 
international travelers if they scan a ma- 
chine-readable passport and their finger- 
prints at a kiosk. As well, he claimed not 
to know whether NEXUS, which allows 
prescreened applicants to cross between 
Canada and the United States without a 
passport and with minimal screening, can 
be used from Canada. 

¢ Fisher and Murphy also claimed not to 
know what documents are required for use 
at U.S. Ports of Entry. At this point in the 
testimony, Mica finally exclaimed in frus- 
tration, “Where do they find these people?” 

¢ In a second round of questioning, 
when Congressman Bentivolio asked Chief 
Fisher — the head of the Border Patrol — 
what area/segment of the border is secured, 
Fisher initially claimed not to know. But 
in the midst of a long non-answer, Fisher 
eventually said that San Ysidro is the most 
secure point along the U.S.-Mexico border. 
Then, ironically, Fisher refused to identify 
the weakest and strongest portions of the 
border that his agency guards. 

¢ Fisher also evaded the question when 
asked about the biggest threat to U.S. se- 
curity at the border. Though opinions may 
vary as to the most serious threat — accept- 
able answers could have been terrorists, aka 
Code Tangos; narco-terrorists; or human 
traffickers — it was a question that every 
border professional has an opinion about. 

It has long been recognized that DHS 
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representatives have lied in official testi- 
mony before Congress. In fact, I was spe- 
cifically requested to testify on March 7, 
2007 before the HHS Border, Maritime, 
& Global Counter-Terrorism Subcommit- 
tee by then-Ranking Member Mark Sout- 
er (R-Ind.) to counter misinformation by 
David V. Aguilar, then-chief of the Border 
Patrol. But Congress has yet to do any- 
thing about the duplicity. 


Cronyism, Nepotism, 

and Discrimination 

Then there’s the bigger lie — that DHS 
intends to secure U.S. borders. As I stated 
to Congress in a written report: “Let’s all 
keep in mind that the Mexican Govern- 
ment with U.S. DHS assistance has been 
able to bring their southern border under 
‘operational control.’ The fact is that the 
U.S. border will never be secured opera- 
tionally, not while the handpicked man- 
agement inside DHS remains and espe- 
cially under this administration.” 

Under former Chief of the Border Patrol 
David Aguilar, a purge suddenly began to 
take hold in the patrol in late 2006, early 
2007. Soon thereafter, firings also became 
common at the Office of Field Operations, 
formerly known as U.S. Customs, among 
rank-and-file officers. As was reported to 
Congress in testimony by me as an expert, 
and long substantiated by countless CBP 
employees from both Customs and the Bor- 
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der Patrol, “The purpose of the purges was 
to erase institutional knowledge, and ex- 
perience. The agents prior to this era were 
loyal to the Constitution, while today’s 
agents are loyal to the agency.... Trainees 
who have entered since 2005 were bred in- 
side the agency and saw how to advance.” 
One cannot quantify the purge with num- 
bers given the attrition rates as agents re- 
signed feeling pressure from superiors. 

After the purge, those selected to become 
chief patrol agents and other top ranks in 
the Border Patrol have been individuals 
who were cronies of Aguilar. Carlos Car- 
rillo was a friend of Aguilar’s in the Tuc- 
son Sector and was promoted to chief of 
the Laredo Sector. Victor Manjarrez, Jr., 
the son of an illegal alien, became Tucson 
Sector chief. Manjarrez is the official who 
issued the order for agents to use non-lethal 
loads prior to his removal as chief in late 
2010, an order that contributed to the mur- 
der of BORTAC Agent Brian Terry. 

Chief of the Border Patrol Mike Fisher 
achieved his lofty position in a similar way. 
Fisher was brought from outside the San 
Diego Sector and became the deputy chief 
patrol agent. Upon the retirement of Chief 
Darryl Griffen, Fisher became the top agent 
in San Diego instead of Assistant Chief 
Patrol Agent Ken Wilson, who was Chief 
Griffen’s right-hand man. The appointment 
of Fisher was a stunning development be- 
cause Wilson was greatly respected. 
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Additionally, a whistleblower from DHS 
reported to Congress that “U.S. military 
personnel who were hired by DHS agen- 
cies have been discriminated against, os- 
tracized, harassed, and terminated based 
on trumped up bogus charges as attested 
to by countless employees.” The employ- 
ees were removed to eliminate potential 
whistleblowers. This type of action is long 
documented by its pattern in numerous case 
files ’ve handled as a law-enforcement ad- 
vocate. That would be an article by itself. 

And, in fact, there are several military 
veterans who are in the process of joining a 
class-action suit being brought against the 
Department of Homeland Security under 
the Uniformed Services Employment and 
Reemployment Rights Act (USERRA) by 
San Diego-based attorney Brian J. Lawler, 
a veteran Marine aviator. 

A whistleblower attested to the fact that 
unwanted applicants or employees, includ- 
ing veterans, were failed by using poly- 
graphs. It is noteworthy that the greatest 
discrimination against military veterans 
occurred at the Office of Internal Affairs. 
Discrimination against veterans is common 
to the degree that one could almost post on- 
line at the DHS website, “Veterans need not 
apply,” according to whistleblowers. 

Finally, management positions, accord- 
ing to a key source “in the know” at CBP’s 
Office of Internal Affairs, are often filled 
by former Secret Service agents who, like 
the managers inside the Border Patrol and 
Customs, are cronies of politicians, and 
continue to be quickly promoted up the 
chain of command. 


Fraud-filled Secure Borders Initiative 
One of the whistleblowers reported to 
congressmen about the ineptitude/cor- 
ruption of high-ranking members of the 
Secure Borders Initiative (more com- 
monly known as SBI), which is supposed 
to coordinate border-security efforts. The 
whistleblower elaborated and insisted 
that employees who “sought to maintain 
accountability, benchmarks, and other 
measures, which would have allowed for 
SBI to be properly accounted for were re- 
placed with individuals who would not be 
a thorn on the vine,” meaning people who 
would go along to get along and not ques- 
tion improper practices. 

For example, when Kevin Stevens, the 
head of the Secure Borders Initiative, de- 
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cided to keep the project management team 
small, with few employees, the department 
overruled him and grew project manage- 
ment to over 300 employees. Stevens re- 
tired as national deputy Border Patrol chief 
and took a job at a private corporation not 
long afterwards. According to a source, this 
decision by superiors contributed to being 
unable to control the accountability for 
money and led to a massive hiring of sub- 
sub-sub-sub contractors. This information 
was also reported to Congress. 

The fact is that SBI had cost overruns, 
technology that didn’t work, fencing that 
wasn’t being built, and roads that were not 
only substandard but regularly washed out 
with rainfall, according to expert sources. 
SBI received massive funding from Con- 
gress, yet no one apparently thought to 
have its funding audited, which could eas- 
ily have been ordered by the chairmen of 
the Appropriations Committees in either 
the House or Senate or other appropriate 
oversight committees. 

Ultimately, SBI was a project that failed, 
with a massive amount of funds unaccount- 
ed for to this day, the sum of which nobody 
may ever actually know, given Congress’ 
failure to order audits and maintain ac- 
countability of not only this program but, 
worse, of DHS since its very inception. 


Basic Background Checks 

The S-744 amnesty bill, the Gang of 
Eight’s bill that I refer to as the U.S. Immi- 
gration Capitulation Act of 2013, includ- 
ed an amendment that claims that 20,000 
more Border Patrol agents will be hired 
to protect the borders. Though such hir- 
ing promises will likely soon be forgotten 
after colluding congressmen obtain their 
amnesty bill for illegal aliens, Americans 
should be concerned even if the hiring 
does happen. The last time CBP hired 
numerous agents, following the Sensen- 
brenner-Hunter legislation enacted in late 
2006, CBP Internal Affairs failed to con- 
duct proper background checks, a lapse 
that has compromised the very agency 
responsible for border security. 

As was reported to Congress, respon- 
sibility for background checks falls to the 
Office of Internal Affairs. Sources report 
that when the CBP needed to bring on 
trainees as mandated by Congress, it did 
not run thorough background checks on 
applicants. It was felt that “the academy 
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Andy Ramirez, a border security expert, speaks at a Washington, D.C., rally hours before briefing 
congressional leaders with federal whistleblowers on documented internal corruption inside the 


Department of Homeland Security. 


would be responsible for weeding them 
out,” according to the same whistleblower. 

In a documented report I submitted to 
Congress last July, I reported how foolish 
and dangerous this was: “OIA [Office of 
Internal Affairs] has been doing what is 
known as ‘sandbagging cases’ by failing 
to properly investigate. As an example, 
see Exhibit J where under Assistant Com- 
missioner James Tomsheck’s leadership 
one of his Directors ordered personnel 
in formal minutes to eliminate a backlog 
caseload of 713 cases under an ‘Amnesty 
Month’ in July 2011 where all cases were 
eliminated.... This is extremely alarming 
for corruption cases to suddenly be elimi- 
nated and written off the books.” 

Among the documents submitted, for 
example, one reported that a CBP officer 
had filed a complaint against his brother- 
in-law, a CBP applicant, in Eagle Pass, 
Texas, in 2010 saying that he believed his 
brother-in-law was engaged in narco-traf- 
ficking. Nothing came from the complaint, 
which was summarily ignored. 

Rather unsurprisingly, the case officer 
who neglected to do the background check, 
Janene Corrado, was later promoted to the 
uncompetitive, newly established posi- 
tion of chief of staff. This case remained 
outstanding until May 2013 when it was 
finally filed. 


Training Mexican Agencies 

Another gross lapse in judgment and com- 
mon sense — if one actually wants to se- 
cure America’s borders — occurred on 
April 12-13, 2011. Documents provided 


to Congress show that meetings were held 
in Mexico City between CBP leadership 
representing various internal agency di- 
visions and their Mexican government 
counterparts. The U.S. State Department 
sponsored this interagency meeting with 
Mexico’s Control de Confianza Agency, 
which led to an agreement with CBP’s In- 
ternal Affairs department. 

Analysts from the Integrity Program 
Division, a unit inside CBP Internal Af- 
fairs, were confounded and aghast when 
at the IPD July 2010 annual conference, 
months prior to the actual training itself, 
Assistant Commissioner Tomsheck stated 
that the Mexicans said to our representa- 
tives: “Show us how you do what you do,” 
and that he agreed to do it. 

Since the Mexican government is well 
known for its corruption and its infiltra- 
tion by drug cartels, the specific train- 
ing guidelines our CBP Internal Affairs 
planned to give them could be used by 
criminals and terrorists to undermine 
U.S. national security. 

One would think the U.S. government 
would learn from its past and refuse such a 
request, since there’s already been at least 
one group in Mexico trained by our gov- 
ernment that has turned the training against 
U.S. law enforcement — Los Zetas, a top 
violent criminal outfit who were Mexi- 
can Special Forces trained by the United 
States at Fort Benning, Georgia, and Fort 
Bragg, North Carolina. Initially trained in 
order to “aid the Mexican government” in 
fighting the cartels, they left the Mexican 
military and began working as enforcers 
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for the Gulf Cartel. They broke away from 
that cartel and formed their own organi- 
zation. They are highly feared and active 
along the U.S.-Mexico border. 


Congressional Responses 

The members of Congress who met with 
the whistleblowers included Judiciary 
Committee members Steve King (R-Iowa) 
and Judge Louie Gohmert (R-Texas) and 
member of the Oversight and Government 
Reform Committee Kerry Bentivolio (R- 
Mich.), as well as top aides representing 
chairman of an Armed Services subcommit- 
tee Duncan D. Hunter (R-Calif.), chairman 
of an Appropriations subcommittee John A. 
Culberson (R-Texas), and chairman of the 
House Oversight and Government Reform 
Committee Darrell Issa (R-Calif.). 

Since July 17, 2013, I have not heard 
from Issa or his staff, or Congressmen 
King, Culberson, or Hunter, despite nu- 
merous requests, about what is being 
done to investigate and address these 
problems. In an impromptu meeting with 
Judge Gohmert during a Judiciary Com- 
mittee hearing break, it was clear these 


border security problems were dead on 
arrival in the House Judiciary Commit- 
tee under Chairman Bob Goodlatte, who 
sources tell me is being heavily leaned 
upon by amnesty bill supporter and cur- 
rent Majority Leader Eric Cantor, whose 
district is adjacent to Goodlatte’s. In fact, 
the committee’s chief counsel said our is- 
sues are “an immigration matter, not a ju- 
diciary committee matter,” which meant 
we were supposed to contact Chairman 
Michael McCaul of the House Homeland 
Security Committee, who has long been 
working with amnesty supporter Speaker 
John Boehner on “immigration reform” 
legislation. 

As for Congressman Bentivolio, he 
showed interest in the issues and actually 
wanted to meet with active and retired 
agents, but could not gain permission 
to investigate by the committee leader- 
ship. At that point, Bentivolio turned over 
our materials to subcommittee chairman 
Jason Chaffetz of Utah, who has been 
identified as an amnesty supporter by key 
border security enforcement supporters 
and Chairman Issa. 
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The End Game 
Questions that should be asked by Ameri- 
cans are, “Why doesn’t Congress do any- 
thing about the failure to enforce the very 
immigration laws they’ve passed?” Is it 
collusion to simply eliminate the borders 
altogether, establishing some sort of North 
American Union similar to the European 
Union, is someone pocketing serious cash 
for corruption, or is it something else? Also, 
“Why are many Republicans bent on am- 
nesty, considering that Mexican immigrants 
by a large measure vote for Democrats?” 
Congressional disinterest compromises 
public safety and wastes money, yet nei- 
ther the disregard of immigration laws 
nor the abuse of DHS’s proverbial “open 
checkbook” have led to congressional ac- 
tions to look out for Americans’ interests. 
Appalled Americans need to pressure 
Congress to take action. Either we’re a 
country of laws, or we’re not. Either we 
hold our elected officials to their oaths, or 
we admit that government officials are no 
longer subject to the same laws citizens 
are — and we are but a step away from 
having an elected dictatorship. Ml 
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SPLC Launches Attack 
on Common Core Critics 


The Southern Poverty Law Center, a self-proclaimed civil- 
rights organization, lashed out because Common Core 
opponents are finding success in explaining the plan’s flaws. 


by Alex Newman 


s the tsunami of opposition con- 
Ain to grow, proponents of the 
Obama administration-pushed 
Common Core nationalization of K-12 
schooling are getting nervous that their 
controversial scheme is on the verge of 
coming undone. At least that is the mes- 
sage of the Southern Poverty Law Center 
(SPLC), a self-styled “civil-rights” outfit 
with links to various government agencies, 
in a report released in early May denounc- 
ing critics of Obama’s education agenda. 
Already, though, the ultra-left group is 
being ridiculed for its factually challenged 
rants, lies, name-calling, and deception. 
From Fox News, Glenn Beck, and Alex 
Jones to prominent politicians and political 
donors, and to the The John Birch Society 
and “Patriot” groups, the SPLC’s campaign 
takes aim at vast swaths of the opposition to 
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Common Core. (Contrary to most Ameri- 
cans, SPLC uses the term “Patriot” as a de- 
rogatory word, rather than a compliment). 
The outfit acknowledges that there are “le- 
gitimate” concerns about the scheme being 
foisted on more than 40 states by billion- 
aire Bill Gates and his allies in the White 
House. However, it claims that much of the 
criticism is actually based on “propaganda” 
put out by “extremists.” 

It is clear from the report that the op- 
position is making big gains. Indeed, U.S. 
Program boss Allan Golston, with the Bill 
and Melinda Gates Foundation, which 
bankrolls Planned Parenthood, the United 
Nations, population control, and Common 
Core, made that explicit in comments to 
the SPLC. “It’s causing political leaders 
to question this, with hearings across the 
country,” Golston complained, referring to 
the efforts of critics. “There are indications 
some political leaders are feeling pressure 
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Walling out the truth: Despite becoming 
increasingly marginalized, the SPLC (HQ seen 
here) is becoming more and more hysterical 

in its denunciations of its political opponents, 
most recently attacking critics of Common Core. 


to back away from Common Core.” It was 
not immediately clear why the Gates Foun- 
dation would oppose questions or public 
hearings into national education standards 
being foisted on tens of millions of children. 

The SPLC report, packed with factual 
errors and conspiracy theories, follows 
another recent document from the organi- 
zation attacking critics of the United Na- 
tions Agenda 21 “sustainability” plot using 
similar hysteria. Like its previous report, 
though, it appears that the latest screed has 
largely fallen on deaf ears as the discredited 
Alabama-based group increasingly fades 
into irrelevance. Other than a handful of 
leftist blogs and this report, it appears that 
the SPLC’s attacks have gone virtually un- 
noticed in the press thus far. 

There is good reason for that. Critics 
of the SPLC argue that the radical outfit 
is akin to an “anti-Christian hate group.” 
In fact, many of its strongest critics come 
from the “progressive” end of the politi- 
cal spectrum. In 2012, SPLC propaganda 
against Christian and pro-family groups 
was even cited by a now-convicted terrorist 
and would-be mass murderer who sought 
to gun down employees of a nonprofit or- 
ganization targeted by the SPLC. Authori- 
ties across America have also been quietly 
distancing themselves from the group in 
recent years, but the outfit still retains links 
to extremist officials with similar agendas. 


Common Claims 
One of the most ludicrous conspiracy theo- 
ries throughout the latest SPLC piece is 
the suggestion that opposition to Common 
Core is somehow being orchestrated by a 
vast right-wing conspiracy opposed to all 
government education. Considering the 
outrage among parents, government-school 
teachers, Democrats, and even labor unions, 
though, the claim is so preposterous it’s hard 
to believe such a claim would even be made 
— much less taken seriously. Ironically, the 
Chicago Teachers Union joined New York 
State’s educators’ union in opposing the 
“deeply flawed’ Common Core on the same 
day the SPLC report was released. 

Indeed, pro-public-school educators 
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from across the political spectrum have 
become some of the fiercest critics in the 
battle against Common Core. “Never have 
I found myself finding so much common 
ground with people who call themselves 
conservative and libertarians — we all 
agreed public schools were going to be ru- 
ined by this,” Fordham University Profes- 
sor Dr. Mark Naison, who leads an alliance 
of tens of thousands of teachers opposed to 
Common Core, told THE NEw AMERICAN. 
“This really represents the worst fantasies 
of both the Right and Left coming true: 
Big Government and Big Corporations 
imposing this terrible, untested, expensive 
plan using intimidation and bullying.” 

For the SPLC, however, there is a sinis- 
ter agenda behind much of the opposition 
to Common Core — an insidious secret 
plot to abolish all government education. 
Lamenting the fact that polls show less 
than one-third of Americans have con- 
fidence in public education, the report 
quotes a few statements by critics of gov- 
ernment schooling and links them to the 
industrialist Koch brothers in concocting 
a vast conspiracy among “the most ardent 
on the radical right” whose supposed “real 
purpose is to destroy public schools.” (For 
perspective, “radical right” to the SPLC 
includes support for traditional marriage, 
and thus would have included President 
Obama just a few years ago). 

The acrobatics in “logic” evident 
throughout the whole report are stunning. 


AP Images 


Incredibly, the SPLC also tries to imply 
that because a higher proportion of minori- 
ties go to government school than whites, 
criticism of Common Core must be at least 
partly due to racism. These insinuations are 
hardly new. In fact, SPLC spokesman Mark 
Potok was recently ridiculed on national 
television after suggesting that more than 
half of whites had “‘anti-black’”’ attitudes. 

Throughout the report, the SPLC also 
parrots debunked lies in a bid to build sup- 
port for Common Core. For example, it 
labels as a “myth” the notion that the na- 
tional standards will dictate curricula. Per- 
haps Bill Gates, who spent an estimated $2 
billion to finance Common Core, never got 
that memo. In a 2009 speech at the National 
Conference of State Legislators, Gates cel- 
ebrated the adoption of his standards as en- 
couraging. “But identifying common stan- 
dards is not enough,” he said. ““We’ll know 
we’ve succeeded when the curriculum and 
the tests are aligned to these standards.” 

Despite all of the evidence — and the 
fact that the two lobbying and trade groups 
that developed Common Core are feder- 
ally funded, along with the national testing 
regime that goes with the standards — the 
SPLC also claims “the federal government 
was not involved.” In reality, the federal 
government was involved in virtually 
every aspect of the imposition of Common 
Core, even using “stimulus”-funded bribes 
to coerce state governments into imposing 
it on government schools. 


Common Core in the classroom: Students in Indiana (seen here), like children in 44 states, are 
already learning based on the Obama-backed Common Core standards. 
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Ironically, the SPLC also criticizes po- 
litical leaders for seeking to end federal in- 
volvement in and support for the scheme. 
“Kentucky Sen. Rand Paul has joined with 
seven other senators, including Texas Sen. 
Ted Cruz, to sponsor legislation prohibit- 
ing federal financing for any Common 
Core component,” the report complains. 
If there is nothing federal about it, why is 
the federal government funding Common 
Core components in the first place? The 
SPLC does not say. 

“The disinformation campaign is being 
driven by the likes of Fox News, the John 
Birch Society, Tea Party factions, and the 
Christian Right,” the SPLC report claims 
without ever specifically identifying or 
disproving any alleged “disinformation” 
put out by any of its targets. “National 
think tanks and advocacy groups associ- 
ated with the Koch brothers, whose father 
was a founding Birch member, have taken 
up the cause.” 


Barking at Birchers 

Indeed, throughout the report, the SPLC 
takes special aim at one of its favorite tar- 
gets, The John Birch Society — “Chief 
among the Patriot groups,” it says — often 
patroting talking points that have been 
thoroughly debunked for months. As just 
one example among many, the 40-page 
document claims that “the JBS’s Ameri- 
can Opinion Foundation is paying travel 
expenses for alleged education experts to 
testify against the Common Core in states 
like Wisconsin that have held investiga- 
tive hearings on the standards.” 

Of course, if the SPLC had done some 
reading, it would have discovered that the 
American Opinion Foundation, which is 
independent of The John Birch Society, did 
not actually pay for anything — concerned 
Wisconsin citizens did — and the “alleged 
education experts” in question included 
the only two content experts on Common 
Core’s own Validation Committee. So, in 
addition to factual mistakes, the SPLC in- 
advertently took a swipe at the “alleged 
experts” selected by Common Core’s own 
architects to review their material. Both of 
those internationally recognized experts 
refused to sign off on the standards, citing 
incorrect math, decreased critical-thinking, 
and other major problems. 

The SPLC also takes aim at an article in 
THE NEW AMERICAN published in March 
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entitled “Common Core and UN Agenda 
21: Mass Producing Green Global Serfs.” 
But the SPLC report never points to any 
actual problem with the article. It merely 
ignores key quotes and proof by the author, 
perhaps expecting that nobody will check 
the article out to see if the denouncements 
hold water. In the article, though, Obama’s 
Department of Education boss Arne Dun- 
can is quoted telling a “sustainability sum- 
mit” that his department “is taking a lead- 
ership role in the work of educating the 
next generation of green citizens.” 

In a separate speech to UNESCO, Dun- 
can boasted of the administration’s coop- 
eration with the UN agency and promised 
more to come, even quoting Nelson Man- 
dela on using education as a “weapon” to 
“change” the world. “We must advance 
the sustainability movement through edu- 
cation,” Duncan also said in a speech post- 
ed right on the Education Department’s 
website. Instead of actually dealing with 
the facts contained in the TNA article, the 
SPLC simply claims the “allegations are 
impossible to refute” because they appar- 
ently rely on “wild conjecture, leaps of 
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logic and supposed documents that have 
nothing do with the Common Core.” (The 
article can be found online.) 

Art Thompson, the CEO of The John 
Birch Society, responded to the SPLC re- 
port in a statement to THE NEW AMERICAN. 
“The report against The John Birch Society 
and others in opposition to Common Core 
is a masterpiece of hiding the full story of 
what is involved in Common Core,” he ex- 
plained. “It is revealing that they include 
so many people of influence and expertise 
that oppose it. On the other hand, they do 
not include the fact that even some teach- 
ers’ unions have come out against it. The 
work of the anti-Common Core organiza- 
tions must be taking a toll on the success 
of a campaign that was essentially a stealth 
operation before its exposure by so many 
people, originally independent of one an- 
other but who have now come together to 
fight for the future of our children.” 

The SPLC also takes aim at the Ameri- 
can Opinion Foundation’s FreedomProject 
Education (FPE) program, an online K-12 
school offering Common Core-free classi- 
cal education with Judeo-Christian values. 


FPE Academic Director Dr. Duke Pesta, 
a university professor who has spoken to 
tens of thousands of concerned Americans 
about the standards at speeches nation- 
wide, also comes under attack for pointing 
out the agenda behind the nationalization 
of education. Again, the SPLC report never 
actually disputes any of the facts Pesta has 
highlighted in his speeches, which have 
also been viewed hundreds of thousands 
or even millions of times online. 

“The Southern Poverty Law Center 
— are they still in business? Nothing 
screams passé like a febrile rebuke from 
a bunch of warmed over leftist apparat- 
chiks masquerading as defenders of lib- 
erty,” Dr. Pesta told THE NEw AMERICAN 
in response to the SPLC report. “I espe- 
cially admire their full-throated defense 
of Common Core, that unholy alliance 
between the feds and crony capitalists 
like Bill Gates. Lenin would be rolling in 
his grave, if they ever stopped worshiping 
him long enough to dig one large enough 
to accommodate his failed and murder- 
ous ideology, so tepidly kept alive by the 
anachronism that is the SPLC.” 
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by Jack Kenny 


n September 17, 2013, a campus 
() police officer at Modesto Junior 

College in California acted in 
a timely manner to prevent Robert Van 
Tuinen from continuing an unauthorized 
activity at the institution of higher learn- 
ing. Van Tuinen, a student at the college, 
was caught in the act of distributing cop- 
ies of the Constitution of the United States 
on college grounds, in observance of the 
226th anniversary of the signing of that 
document by representatives of the origi- 
nal 13 states. His offense was distributing 
the printed material without permission of 
the college authorities. According to the on- 
line Daily Caller, the student told the officer 
he was looking to start a chapter of Young 
Americans for Liberty on campus and was 
trying to generate interest in it by calling 
attention to the Constitution. He was told 
he would have to seek permission through 
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the Student Development Office. Once au- 
thorized, he would have to limit the activ- 
ity to a campus Free Speech Zone, an area 
so small it could only be occupied by two 
people at a time. On the day he was passing 
out the booklets, the zone was occupied, so 
he would have to wait until a later date. 
Van Tuinen filed a First Amendment 
lawsuit, and in February of this year, the 
college agreed to a settlement that permits 
free speech activities in open areas through- 
out the campus. The college also agreed 
to pay Van Tuinen $50,000, according to 
a statement issued by the Foundation for 
Individual Rights in Education (FIRE), an 
organization that assisted the Washington, 
D.C., law firm Davis Wright Tremaine in 
representing the student. “Modesto Junior 
College students will now be able to exer- 
cise their First Amendment rights across 
campus,” said FIRE President Greg Luki- 
anoff, adding that “because 59% of colleg- 
es nationwide maintain policies that clearly 


and substantially restrict student speech, 
there’s much more work to be done.” 


First Amendment Not Optional 

The 59-percent figure comes from a sur- 
vey of 427 U.S. colleges and universities, 
revealing nearly three-fifths of the schools 
had “at least one policy both clearly and 
substantially restricting freedom of speech 
or barring public access to its speech-relat- 
ed policies,” according to FIRE. About one 
in six limit “expressive activities” to areas 
designated as free speech zones in “small 
and isolated parts of the campus,” the report 
said. Some universities require speeches or 
demonstrations to be scheduled anywhere 
from five days to a month in advance, and 
some charge a fee to cover the cost of pro- 
viding security for the events. 

University of Hawaii students Merritt 
Bunch and Anthony Vizzone filed suit 
against the school in U.S. District Court 
in Honolulu after they were stopped from 
walking about and handing out copies of 
the Constitution on the university’s Hilo 
campus. Bunch is president of the Hilo 
campus chapter of Young Americans for 
Liberty. She and Vizzone say they were 
told by a school administrator that if they 
wanted to hand out literature, they could 
do that in a free speech zone that FIRE 
describes as “a sloping one-third acre area 
on the edge of campus.” It is often muddy 
and subject to flooding due to Hilo’s fre- 
quent rain, the free speech group said. The 
students recalled being told by a university 
administrator, “This isn’t really the ’60s 
anymore” and “people can’t really protest 
like that anymore.” The colonial-era Sons 
of Liberty would no doubt be surprised to 
hear that free speech and protests would be 
regarded as a fad of the 1960s. 

“The First Amendment is not optional at 
public colleges — it’s the law,” Lukianoff 
said. “Enforcing restrictive ‘free speech 
zone’ policies that prevent students from 
passing out copies of the Constitution is 
impossible to justify.” 


Free-speech Cage 

The First Amendment, of course, says 
nothing about zones or designated areas 
for the exercise of the freedom of speech. 
A “free speech zone” is a euphemism; a 
nicer-sounding way of saying freedom of 
speech will not be permitted elsewhere. 
It has often been called “Orwellian,” in 
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reference to the bureaucratic “Newspeak” 
satirized by British author George Orwell 
in his novel /984. One demonstrator at the 
Democratic National Convention in Atlan- 
ta in 1988 seemed to capture the real spirit 
and intent of the city’s “designated protest 
zone” by calling it a “free-speech cage.” 

In Boston in 2004, the authorized protest 
zone was in fact a cage, a fenced-in area 
under a bridge, well out of the sight and 
hearing of delegates and reporters attend- 
ing the Democratic National Convention at 
the Fleet Center. Police in New York that 
year were both more flexible and more ar- 
bitrary, anticipating and closely watching 
the moves of demonstrators protesting the 
Republican National Convention and stay- 
ing one step ahead of them, setting up “DO 
NOT CROSS” lines in hastily established 
“ad hoc free speech zones.” 

Free speech zones became common- 
place during the first term of the George 
W. Bush presidency, as presidential visits 
were routinely accompanied by Secret Ser- 
vice instructions to local police to keep all 
sights and sounds of anti-Bush sentiment 
distant from the president’s route and des- 
tination. In a 2003 article in The American 
Conservative, James Bovard described a 
Bush appearance in Pittsburgh for which 
police had established a “designated free- 
speech zone” on a baseball field surrounded 
by a chain-link fence a third of a mile from 
where Bush would be speaking. 

“The police cleared the path of the mo- 
torcade of all critical signs, though folks 
with pro-Bush signs were permitted to 
line the president’s path,” Bovard wrote. A 
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65-year-old retired steel worker named Bill 
Neel was there to greet the president with a 
sign that said: “The Bush family must sure- 
ly love the poor, they made so many of us.” 
When he refused to go into the “free speech 
zone,” he was atrested for disorderly con- 
duct and his sign was confiscated. Other 
protestors in other cities were also arrested 
during presidential visits for holding anti- 
Bush signs or wearing T-shirts with anti- 
Bush slogans outside a designated protest 
zone. One 62-year-old man in Florida was 
arrested for holding up a sign saying: “War 
is good business. Invest your sons.” 

Such protests violate neither obscenity 
laws nor the public safety. They represent 
exactly the type of speech and activity the 
First Amendment was written to protect, by 
guaranteeing the freedoms of speech and 
the press and the right of peaceable assem- 
bly. Just as the freedom of religion does not 
limit prayer to a church building, so the ex- 
ercise of free speech and assembly was not 
meant to be confined to a distant spot where 
it will not be seen or heard by the president 
or other supposedly important people. 


Betraying Their Mission 

Politicians are not, generally speaking, no- 
ticeably devoted to intellectual freedom and 
the pursuit of truth. Their interest lies in en- 
hancing their image and pursuing cash and 
votes. But academic institutions supposedly 
exist to promote freedom of inquiry and the 
open exchange of ideas. When college and 
university administrators limit free speech 
to some small corner of a campus, they be- 
tray their mission. They also run afoul of 


LLEGE OVER FREE 
50K SETTLEMENT 


Robert Van Tuinen was forbidden by school officials to distribute copies of the Constitution of 
the United States on the campus of Modesto Junior College in California. 
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the Constitution, thereby inviting legal chal- 
lenges that can be as expensive as they are 
unwelcome. “In 2002,” Fox News reported, 
“West Virginia University dropped its free- 
speech zone policy after being sued by a 
civil liberties organization. Two years later, 
a federal judge struck down Texas Tech’s 
policy establishing a 20-foot-wide gazebo as 
a free-speech zone.” Last year Des Moines 
Area Community College abandoned its 
policy of limiting student distribution of 
leaflets to a table in the student center. The 
Virginia Community College System re- 
cently agreed to suspend its limits on cam- 
pus speech while negotiations are under 
way with legal counsel for Christian Parks, 
a student at Thomas Nelson Community 
College, who filed suit over being banned 
from preaching in a courtyard on the Hamp- 
ton campus. According to the suit, a campus 
police officer ordered Parks to stop because 
his preaching “might offend someone.” 

“Tf you go through four years of college 
and haven’t been offended, you should ask 
for your money back,” Robert Shibley, se- 
nior vice president of FIRE, told Fox News. 
“Coast to coast, these kinds of restrictions 
on student speech are a widespread prob- 
lem,” said Parks’ attorney, David Hacker of 
the Christian legal advocacy organization 
Alliance Defending Freedom. 


A Governmental Interest 

On April 4, Virginia Governor Terry 
McAuliffe signed legislation limiting 
public colleges’ restraint on student ex- 
pression. The law, effective July 1, forbids 
public colleges to impose “time, place and 
manner” restrictions on speech unless they 
are reasonable, are not based on content of 
the speech, and are narrowly fashioned to 
serve a significant governmental interest. 

Along with preserving the peace and 
protecting public safety, a significant 
governmental interest is the protection of 
the freedom of its citizens. According to 
a rather prominent Virginian, that is what 
governments are for. It is to secure our 
God-given rights, Thomas Jefferson wrote 
in the Declaration of Independence, that 
“governments are instituted among men, 
deriving their just powers from the con- 
sent of the governed.” 

Jefferson wrote in clear and forceful 
prose that even college administrators, 
living after the 1960s, should be able to 
understand. ll 
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CLASSICS REVISITED 


TOTALITARIAN TRUTH 


F.A. Hayek explained how the totalitarianism of Communist Russia and Nazi Germany was 
the result of socialist, big-government policies then being initiated by the West. 


‘THEROAD 


TO SERFDOM 


‘ 
TEXT AND DOCUMENTS 


The ‘Definitive Edition 


F. A. HAYEK 


eprren oy 


Caldwell 


by Jack Kenny 


The Road to Serfdom: The Definitive 
Edition, by F.A. Hayek (edited by Bruce 
Caldwell), University of Chicago Press, 
2014 edition, 283 pages, paperback. 


.A. Hayek, a Nobel Prize-winning 
F economist and political theorist, 

has been dead for 22 years. But his 
best-known work, The Road to Serfdom 
(1944), has already risen from the ranks 
of the shelved and forgotten enough times 
that the slender original volume is barely 
longer than the combined length of all the 
prefaces and introductions that have ap- 
peared with its numerous republications. 
The latest, which is also Volume II of 
The Collected Works of F-A. Hayek, is ed- 
ited by Duke University economist Bruce 
Caldwell and published by the University 
of Chicago Press. It is subtitled The Defin- 
itive Edition, but it might be called, “Ev- 
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erything You Ever Wanted to Know About 
F.A. Hayek and The Road to Serfdom, and 
Possibly More.” 

The text itself is preceded by the Edito- 
rial Foreword, the Introduction, the Pref- 
ace to the Original Edition, the Foreword 
to the 1956 American Paperback Edition, 
the Preface to the 1976 Edition, and the 
author’s own Introduction. It is followed 
by an appendix of six Related Documents, 
including the preface to the 1994 edition 
by Milton Friedman. Friedman, himself a 
Nobel Prize winner, found the 50-year-old 
volume quite relevant to the United States 
in the 1990s, but its influence would not 
stop there. In Back on the Road to Serf- 
dom (2010), historian Thomas Woods 
noted that after the economic collapse of 
2008, the government bailouts of Wall 
Street and the auto industry, the passage of 
ObamaCare, and the beginning of the Tea 
Party revolt, The Road to Serfdom “soared 
to the number-one slot on Amazon.com” 
in the summer of 2010, with 40,000 copies 
sold in a single week. 

Hayek, an Austrian-born champion of 
individual liberty, had become a British 
subject and was teaching at the London 
School of Economics when he warned in 
the 1940s that the socialist ideas that had 
bred the totalitarianism of both Commu- 
nist Russia and Nazi Germany were gain- 
ing an eerie respectability in England and, 
to a lesser degree, in the United States. 
Small wonder, then, that those warnings 
would yet resonate among 21st-century 
Americans troubled by the excesses of our 
national government under the administra- 
tion of George W. Bush and appalled at 
those of Barack Obama. Nor is it surpris- 
ing that Hayek’s tracing of “progressive” 
ideas fashionable in Britain at the time to 
the socialist theories of prominent German 
intellectuals 25 years earlier was roundly 
denounced by members of the British in- 
telligentsia. His book was panned by many 
of the nation’s intellectuals, including, it 
seems safe to say, more than a few who 
hadn’t read it. “I have not read his book 


myself,” the philosopher Rudolph Carnap 
wrote to a friend of Hayek’s, observing 
that “it is much read and discussed in this 
country, but praised mostly by the protag- 
onists of free enterprise and unrestricted 
capitalism, while all leftists regard him as 
a reactionary.” 

The claim that “all” leftists regarded 
Hayek as a reactionary suggests a unifor- 
mity of thought among British socialists 
similar to what has been described more 
recently in Washington, D.C., as “the herd 
of independent minds.” Hayek, in fact, was 
not at all a reactionary, but argued on the 
contrary that genuine progress, both for in- 
dividuals and for nations, occurs most often 
when people are free to follow their own 
designs of industry and improvement, rath- 
er than subjected to a “centrally planned or- 
ganization of all aspects of life.” To be told, 
at a time when the nation was allied with 
Communist Russia and at war for its own 
survival with Nazi Germany, that their own 
ideas had been advanced by the intellectual 
architects of Hitler’s Third Reich must have 
been more than a little unsettling to British 
socialists. To be told they were among “The 
Totalitarians in Our Midst” (a chapter title 
in Hayek’s book) was worse still. Lord Ac- 
ton’s observation, quoted by Hayek in his 
Introduction, might well have described the 
wrath of the book’s critics: “Few things are 
more irritating than those which expose the 
pedigree of ideas.” 

And expose them Hayek did, in hair- 
raising, eye-opening detail. Though leftists 
have ever argued that Germany’s National 
Socialist (Nazi) Party was not representative 
of “true” socialism, socialists provided the 
ideological blueprint. “From 1914 onward,” 
wrote Hayek, “there arose from the ranks 
of Marxist socialism one teacher after an- 
other who led, not the conservatives and the 
reactionaries, but the hardworking laborer 
and idealist youth into the National Socialist 
fold.” To socialist Werner Sombart, whose 
book Handler und Helden (“Merchants and 
Heroes”) appeared in 1915, the heroes were 
the German warriors, and the first World 
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War was the welcome opportunity for the 
heroic German culture to triumph over the 
decadent commercial civilization of Eng- 
land. “While the other nations still live 
under the regime of individualism,” the fa- 
mous chemist Wilhelm Oswald was quoted 
as saying, “we have already achieved that 
of organization.” Paul Lensch, a member of 
the left wing of the social-democratic party 
in the Reichstag, had written of Germany’s 
previous war with Britain as “the flight of 
the English bourgeoisie before the advance 
of socialism.” 

Hayek demonstrated that Nazi aggres- 
sion was fueled not only by the ideology 
of racial superiority, but also by the belief 
that their devotion to a highly centralized 
organization had given the Germans an eco- 
nomic superiority. Theirs was a “higher and 
more advanced economic system,” Lensch 
wrote, and “in the present World Revolution 
Germany represents the revolutionary, and 
her great antagonist, England, the counter- 
revolutionary side.” A liberal in the original 
meaning of the word — one who favored 
freedom for the individual and a limited role 
for the state — Hayek recognized National 
Socialism not as a decadent, dying form of 
capitalism, as many English intellectuals 
believed, but as “the union of anticapitalist 
forces of the Right and of the Left, the fu- 
sion of radical and conservative socialism, 
which drove out from Germany everything 
that was liberal.” 

The threat to freedom came not only 
in the form of German arms and German 


troops, but also from German 
ideas that had been sweeping 
through Europe from about 
the time of the Franco-Prus- 
sian War, Hayek contended. 
Whether as “socialism in its 
more radical form or merely 
‘organization’ or ‘planning’ 
of a less radical kind, Ger- 
man ideas were everywhere readily im- 
ported and German institutions imitated.” 
As England’s Parliament began to regu- 
late an ever-widening sphere of economic 
activity, socialists such as H.J. Laski and 
Sidney and Beatrice Webb complained the 
work of legislating had become too great 
for the House of Commons to handle. The 
nation resorted to a system of “delegated 
legislation,” whereby bills would take the 
form of “general formulae,” conferring 
wide powers on the relevant government 
departments — much as in America, where 
a considerable amount of lawmaking is 
done by regulatory agencies promulgating 
tules under the broadly worded authority 
given them by Congress. Karl Mannheim, 
a Hungarian-born sociologist who fled the 
Naziregime and settled in London, extolled 
the advantages of a “planned society” in 
which “more and more spheres of social 
life, and ultimately each and all of them, 
are subjected to state control... In a demo- 
cratic state sovereignty can be boundlessly 
strengthened by plenary powers without 
renouncing democratic control.” 

The dangers inherent to liberty in that 


National Socialism glorified the highly centralized power of the State, as did the British socialist 
ideas Hayek analyzed and warned against in The Road to Serfdom. 


type of theory of “democratic control” 
should be obvious. “It may well be,” Hayek 
wrote, “that our generation talks and thinks 
too much of democracy and too little of the 


values which it serves.” Laws that leave 
boards and agencies “boundlessly strength- 
ened by plenary powers” create autocratic 
tule. “If the law says that such a board or 
authority may do what it pleases, anything 
that board or authority does is legal — but 
its actions are certainly not subject to the 
Rule of Law,” Hayek wrote. “By giving the 
government unlimited powers, the most ar- 
bitrary rule can be made legal; and in this 
way a democracy may set up the most com- 
plete despotism imaginable.” 

The fact that neither the United Kingdom 
nor the United States has yet established 
“the most complete despotism imaginable” 
is shaky grounds for confidence. The trends 
are not in a direction favorable to liberty. 
In England, where “Big Brother’ is always 
watching, the national government contin- 
ues to exercise a monopoly on broadcasting 
and medicine and has the greatest number 
of surveillance cameras per capita of any 
nation on Earth. The United States, the land 
of the free, has the greatest number of its 
people in prison. Our national government 
seeks control over everything from the edu- 
cation of children from “age zero” through 
grad school to subsidizing the sex life of 
aging males by including Viagra in the 
coverage provided under the prescription 
drug benefit proposed by President George 
W. Bush and passed by a Republican Con- 
gress. The National Security Agency daily 
collects data on the American people. And 
President Obama a few years ago found it 
necessary to accompany his sales pitch for 
a program of national healthcare with the 
promise, “We’re not going to pull the plug 
on Grandma.” 

The “road to serfdom” is still being 
paved by Republicans and Democrats, To- 
ries and Labourites alike, as Hayek doubt- 
less foresaw when he dedicated his book 
“to the socialists of all parties.” Mi 


Paid in Full 


An Indianapolis do-gooder made the day 
for a number of students this past April at a 
local elementary school. Ryan Cox decided 
to pay off all the overdue lunch accounts 
for students. Cox took to social media and 
raised $1,000 for the cause in just five days. 
He used that money plus some of his own 
to pay off the whole school’s balance of 
over $1,200 in overdue lunch funds. 

Lakeside Elementary School’s caf- 
eteria supervisor Latiousha Smith told 
WTHR how the story transpired. “He was 
like, “You know, I just want to come and 
pay someone’s balance.’ And I was like, 
‘Okay, so what’s your student’s name?” 
Smith recalled. 

Cox replied, “Well I have a few neph- 
ews who go here but their accounts aren’t 
delinquent. I just want to pay random ac- 
counts.” 

He handed her $100, which was enough 
to pay off the balances of 22 students. But 
for Cox that was not enough. 

He then asked Smith for the balance of 
all delinquent students in the entire school. 
He was told $1,261.98. Cox replied, “I’m 
going to pay off the entire balance. I have 
a way of motivating my friends so might 
as well use it for good.” And he set off to 
raise the money. 

Smith could not believe what she heard. 

Cox posted on his blog that he was in- 
spired to pay off the lunch accounts when 
a friend informed him that she had paid off 
12 accounts at her daughter’s school. His 
friend felt compelled to do so when she 
learned that children were refusing to eat 
lunch out of embarrassment over having 
to eat the special lunch provided to chil- 
dren who have no money in their lunch 
accounts. 

Within five days, Cox raised enough 
money to do exactly what he set out to do. 

This was not Cox’s first act of giving, 
nor does he confine his generosity to the 
poor. AOL.com reported, “he often pays 
for people’s orders at his local Starbucks.” 

Cox also plans to continue giving. He 
has already written in his blog that he in- 
tends to donate 200 hours to charity this 
year and adopt four families this Christ- 
mas. Hopefully Cox’s great generosity 
will inspire others to do the same. 
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THE GOODNESS OF AMERICA 


Lost? Not for Long 


Discovering that one’s purse or wallet is 
missing can be frightening — have any 
credit cards been used, or how will one pay 
for the gas for the car to get home? But for 
one high-school student in Miami, a lost 
wallet proved to be a wonderful opportunity 
to learn that there is still good in this world. 

ABC News reported: “Miami Senior 
High School student Cristhian Reyes had 
his lost wallet returned by a total stranger 
with conditions attached, but not the kind 
of conditions Reyes was expecting.” 

Inside the wallet, the anonymous finder 
placed a $20 bill and a note that read, “I 
added $20 to it so you know the world is 
a great place. Do me a favor and when 
you get the chance, do something nice for 
someone else.” 

The wallet was returned to Reyes on 
April 4, just two days after he lost it at a 
Florida Marlins baseball game. The wal- 
let had his high-school identification card 
and $60. His $60 was apparently taken 
before the anonymous finder discovered 
it. Reyes’ high-school ID remained, how- 
ever, making it easy for the finder to know 
where to return it. The finder returned the 
wallet to the main office at Miami Senior 
High School with the note. 

The $20 gift surprised at least one school 
administrator, who apparently learned a 
lesson of his own. “I was passing by the 
office at the time and the secretary said, 
‘Zabala, look at this,’” said Vice Principal 
Felix Zabala. “I was in awe.” 

Zabala took a picture of the letter and 
e-mailed it to the staff. He then made it 
public to the student body in the hopes that 
it would inspire them to do as the note says 
— pay it forward. 

School staff indicated that the man who 
returned the wallet left without giving his 
name. But Zabala wishes for him to know 
that they are all very thankful for his good 
deed. “A big thank you to this individual 
that’s out there,” Zabala said. 


Generosity Begets 
Generosity 


A nine-year-old boy in Dallas, Texas, has 
learned that generosity can pay off. 


NBCDFW reported, “Hector Montoya 
saved up for about a year to buy a new 
PS4 gaming system but decided to put 
the money to a different use at the last 
minute: giving smoke detectors to those 
in need.” 

According to Montoya’s grandmother, 
he came up with the idea after hearing a 
story on the news about a mother and child 
dying in a fire. There was no smoke detec- 
tor in the house. 

“Really, it just hurt my heart,” Montoya 
said. “I was going to buy a Playstation but 
I decided saving a life was more important 
cause one life lost is too many.” 

His donation helped install approxi- 
mately 100 smoke detectors in homes of 
families in need. NBCS learned of the 
story and reported on Montoya’s kind 
gesture. 

When Ashton and Peyton Harder 
learned of Montoya’s good deed, they ap- 
proached their mother and asked if their 
family could purchase a PS4 for the nine- 
year-old. They wanted to deliver it person- 
ally. “To see a 9-year-old worrying about 
so many others, you can’t help but want 
to give him what he wants,” said 19-year- 
old Ashton. “We thought that he deserved 
something special.” 

The Harders saw the story on Saturday, 
April 19, and by Sunday, they were driv- 
ing the 45-minute trip to deliver the new 
PS4 to Montoya in Dallas. 

“T was really excited,” said Montoya. “I 
didn’t know that this was going to happen, 
really I didn’t, but I was excited when I 
heard.” 

Ashton recalled how excited he and 
his family were as they approached Mon- 
toya’s home. “Once we turned the corner 
and pulled up we were like, OK this is [it], 
hopefully he’s excited and wants this,” said 
Ashton. 

And the giving did not end there. The 
Harder family also gave Hector $150 for 
him to purchase more smoke detectors 
for needy families. “It made me feel re- 
ally good that I was helping him out with 
all of this and that we gave him the extra 
money,” said Peyton Harder, 14. Mon- 
toya states that he intends to continue this 
good cause. Hi 

— RAVEN CLABOUGH 
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THE HISTORY OF ENERGY 


Market Success and Government Failure 


America has enjoyed 200 years of market success and endured 40 years of government 
policy folly on the energy issue. Is there reason to continue down the same path? 
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by Thomas R. Eddlem 


T= president announced in a nation- 
ally televised address that America 
stands on an energy precipice. The 
president warned: 


The energy crisis has not yet over- 
whelmed us, but it will if we do not 
act quickly. It’s a problem that we 
will not be able to solve in the next 
few years, and it’s likely to get pro- 
gressively worse through the rest of 
this century. 


President Obama? 

No. It was President Jimmy Carter back 
on April 18, 1977. But even as Carter said 
those words, the “crisis” of the Arab oil 
boycott was already several years in the 
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past. And it never reemerged. That didn’t 
stop Carter from making apocalyptic-lev- 
el predictions about what would happen 
if government did not set energy policy. 
“World oil production can probably keep 
going up for another 6 or 8 years. But 
sometime in the 1980s, it can’t go up any 
more. Demand will overtake production. 
We have no choice about that,” Carter 
told the nation, warning: “If we fail to act 
soon, we will face an economic, social, 
and political crisis that will threaten our 
free institutions.” 

Carter’s plea included what can only 
be termed an alarmist rant about the end 
of the world as we know it: “But if we 
wait, we will constantly live in fear of 
embargoes. We could endanger our free- 
dom as a sovereign nation to act in for- 
eign affairs. Within 10 years, we would 


Carter and the “energy crisis”: President 
Jimmy Carter rode a wave of panic from 
the Arab oil embargo after the oil nations’ 
disastrous Arab-Israeli war of 1973, but the 
reality is that there was plenty of oil in the 
ground for the world. 


not be able to import enough oil from any 
country, at any acceptable price.” 
He also addressed his critics: 


Now, I know that some of you may 
doubt that we face real energy short- 
ages.... The oil and natural gas that 
we rely on for 75 percent of our 
energy are simply running out. In 
spite of increased effort, domes- 
tic production has been dropping 
steadily at about 6 percent a year. 
Imports have doubled in the last 5 
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President Carter's plea included what can 
only be termed an alarmist rant about the 
end of the world as we know it: “But if 

we wait, we will constantly live in fear of 
embargoes.... Within 10 years, we would 
not be able to import enough oil from any 


country, at any acceptable price.” 


years. Our nation’s economic and 
political independence is becoming 
increasingly vulnerable. Unless pro- 
found changes are made to lower oil 
consumption, we now believe that 
early in the 1980s the world will be 
demanding more oil than it can pro- 
duce.... Because we are now running 
out of gas and oil, we must prepare 
quickly for a third change — to strict 
conservation and to the renewed use 
of coal and to permanent renewable 
energy sources like solar power. 


None of those dire predictions came to 
pass, despite minimal federal action. 
World oil prices had fallen by two- 


fifths in real, inflation-ad- 
justed prices by the end of 
the 1980s, averaging only 
$1.00 per gallon, and world 
production had reached 
new all-time highs. Though 
prices have risen since the 
late 1980s, in 2014, world 
oil production will see yet 
another all-time high. But 
Carter’s fear-mongering 
about “rapidly shrinking re- 
sources” and claims that “we are running 
out of petroleum” generated a call for 
creation of a Cabinet-level U.S. Depart- 
ment of Energy to wage a conservation 
crusade that was the “moral equivalent 
of war.” 

Congress obliged Carter’s request, but 
it wasn’t the first time a president had 
called for creation of a new federal agency 
to promote conservation on the basis of an 
alleged oil shortage, nor was it the last. 

The end of oil had been forecast as 
early as the dawn of the oil era, even be- 
fore it supplanted coal as the chief fuel 
of the industrial age. As early as 1919, 
the popular magazine Scientific American 
posited that the United States would not 


Fracking: New technology has made it practical to extract billions of barrels of oil that was 
previously uneconomical to obtain, and the United States is poised to become the world’s largest 
oil producer in a few years as a result of this new technology. 
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make it past 1935 with any appreciable 
oil supply, in an article entitled “How 
Long the Oil Will Last.” The editors of 
Scientific American suggested: 


And if anyone doesn’t believe that 
we are now face to face with the 
time when the normal expansion of 
petroleum consumption must be cur- 
tailed, he is respectfully invited to 
contemplate one fact; all the oil that 
has been extracted from the earth 
since the beginning of the industry, 
as indicated in the last section of the 
diagram, would last, at the 1917 rate 
of consumption, less than 15 years.” 


The even more widely read Saturday 
Evening Post and various federal govern- 
ment officials with scientific-sounding 
titles followed up in subsequent years 
with similarly worded warnings about 
the end of oil within two decades, a mas- 
sive fear-mongering campaign that led 
President Calvin Coolidge to convene 
a Federal Oil Conservation Board in 
1924. The board came out with its first 
report in 1926 and rejected the idea of 
federal regulations, calling it “unwise” 
and beyond the constitutional powers of 
the federal government. While Oil Con- 
servation Board members noted that oil 
was rapidly supplanting coal, then the 
dominant fuel of industry and transpor- 
tation in America, they opposed granting 
new powers to the federal government 
without explicit constitutional authori- 
zation. In the 1920s, congressmen and 
other federal officials were sufficiently 
cognizant of the limitations of the fed- 
eral government under the Constitution 
that when Americans were determined 
to ban possession of one drug — alco- 
hol — they first passed a constitutional 
amendment to grant Congress the power. 
Today, Congress deems itself a consti- 
tutional convention in perpetual session 
empowered to ban whatever drugs it 
deems necessary — or institute whatever 
regulations it chooses — without quib- 
bling over the text of the U.S. Constitu- 
tion and its enumerated powers. 

Federal Oil Conservation Board mem- 
bers also noted the dominant role of natu- 
ral market forces in correcting shortages 
through the price mechanism. “I submit 
that it is infinitely better to allow eco- 
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Wood: Burning wood was the original method Americans used to stay warm in the winter. But 


as wood grew scarce, the free market found more efficient and cheaper substitutes, such as coal 


and oil, to power the industrial revolution. 


nomic laws their play,” Amos L. Beaty, 
president of the Texas Company (today 
known as Texaco), told the board at a May 
27, 1926 public hearing. “I must decline 
the role of enthusiast on the results that 
can be obtained from lawmaking.” Beaty 
stressed that market forces would solve 
any oil shortage by a combination of new 
research, better technology, more explora- 
tion, market-based conservation, and — if 
necessary — market-based substitutes. 

Beaty’s predictions have been corrobo- 
rated, whereas alarmism by Carter and the 
Scientific American have been refuted, by 
the unfolding of historical events. Accord- 
ing to the U.S. Energy Information Ad- 
ministration, proven U.S. oil reserves in 
the ground have grown over time. Proven 
US. reserves in 1899 were a mere 2.5 bil- 
lion barrels, but had tripled to 7.5 billion 
barrels by 1924. Reserves tripled again by 
1948, and peaked at 39 billion barrels in 
1970, a time in which the United States 
was the third largest oil producer in the 
world. After 1970, U.S. oil reserves did 
shrink into the end of the 20th century. 
But since 2009, proven U.S. oil reserves 
have increased rapidly from 19.1 billion 
barrels back up to 30.5 billion barrels in 
2012. Most experts expect U.S. proven re- 
serves to continue to increase for at least 
the next decade. 
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Some have suggested U.S. oil reserves 
may increase exponentially. The U.S. Gov- 
ernment Accountability Office reported on 
May 10, 2012 that “oil shale deposits in the 
Green River Formation are estimated to 
contain up to 3 trillion barrels of oil, half of 
which may be recoverable, which is about 
equal to the entire world’s proven oil re- 
serves.” That’s not just more than all of the 
oil in the Middle East, it’s also more than 
all the oil consumed in all of human histo- 
ry. While the Green River Formation shale 
deposit has yet to be accurately measured, 
it’s clear that huge new oil discoveries are 
within the realm of possibility. 

World oil reserves have seen even great- 
er increases. Proven world oil reserves 
have continuously increased throughout 
history, more than tripling since 1980 to 
the current level of 1.5 trillion barrels. 
Part of the reason is that the term “proven 
reserves” does not mean the total amount 
of oil in the ground, a figure that is not 
known by science, but the known amount 
of oil that can be commercially removed 
using current technology. Thus, much of 
the oil in the ground is not counted toward 
proven reserves because it is not remov- 
able under current market conditions or 
current technology. 

Actual U.S. production of oil pumped 
from the ground — which indeed had 


lagged since 1970, as President Carter 
had observed — has seen a revival in re- 
cent years due to use of new technology 
such as fracking and tapping oil sands. 
U.S. production of oil increased from 9.1 
million barrels/day in 2009 to 12.3 million 
barrels/day in 2013, a 35-percent increase 
in just four years. Most observers expect 
the United States to become the world’s 
largest oil producer within just a few 
years. In 2013, U.S. production exceeded 
Russia’s oil production, the second larg- 
est oil-producing nation, and approached 
Saudi Arabia’s production levels. Mean- 
while, U.S. oil consumption has decreased 
one million barrels in the same time pe- 
riod, to 18.5 million barrels per day. 

The recent oil boom in the United 
States has quieted the alarmists for the 
time being, who just six years ago were 
in fever pitch. The July 2008 GO maga- 
zine screeched at the time that “peak oil” 
was a buzzword signaling global produc- 
tion would inevitably sag in coming years: 
“According to a growing number of ex- 
perts — and we’re not just talking about 
conspiracy wackos here — we’re on the 
brink of an economic crisis that could lead 
to, well, the end of life as we know it.” 

More recently, Time magazine fretted 
that the recent oil boom is “bad news for 
climate policy.” Time Senior Editor Bryan 
Walsh noted on May 15, 2013, “Only the 
shock of being severed from the main fuel 
of modernity would be enough to make us 
get serious about tackling climate change 
and shifting to an economy powered by re- 
newable energy and efficiency. We’d have 
to because we’d have no other choice, 
save a future that might look something 
like Mad Max. We’d lose oil but save the 
world.” The fervent hope by leftist alarm- 
ists that the United States will undergo a 
major economic crisis to force an envi- 
ronmentalist agenda through Congress 
perhaps explains why some people have 
exaggerated the real challenges of the en- 
ergy market in the future. 

The real economics of energy revolve 
around prices and substitutes available 
with current technology. Steve Horwitz, 
Ph.D. of St. Lawrence University told the 
Institute for Humane Resources that the 
supposed end of oil is a “contemporary 
economic myth” because: 


We are not really running out of oil. 
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HISTORY—past 


In fact, as oil prices rise, what oil pro- 
ducers do is to begin to look for new 
sources of oil. The reason those prov- 
en reserves keep rising is because as 
the price goes up, it becomes profit- 
able to search for oil in places that 
[were] previously too expensive. So 
as aresult, we end up finding oil that 
we didn’t know existed before the 
price began to rise. 


1800s Energy Crisis: Wood Shortage 
The oil “shortage” was not the first en- 
ergy shortage in American history, as the 
American nation has undergone two major 
shifts in fuels over its more than 200-year 
history. Americans heated their homes 
with coal before oil, and with wood cut 
from hardwood trees before that. Before 
the dawn of coal as a widespread fuel 
in the late-1800s, wood was the primary 
means of heating American homes in the 
winter. While the nation has never lacked 
a sufficient quantity of coal to burn, in the 
mid-1800s much of the traditional for- 
ests of the eastern United States had been 
clear-cut for fuel and building construc- 
tion, and to free land for agriculture. The 
U.S. Energy Information Administration 
explained, “Energy consumption patterns 
have changed significantly over the his- 
tory of the United States as new energy 
sources have been developed and as uses 
of energy changed. A typical American 
family from the time our country was 
founded used wood (a renewable energy 
source) as its primary energy source until 
the mid- to late-1800s.” 

While some forest wood for heat was 
farmed — renewed over decades in 
planned harvests — much of New Eng- 
land and the rest of the country was heat- 
ed through clear-cutting forest. Harvard 
University’s “Harvard Forest” laboratory 
explained, “The peak of deforestation and 
agricultural activity across most of New 
England occurred from 1830 to 1880. 


The end of oil had been forecast as early as the 
dawn of the oil era, even before it supplanted coal 
as the chief fuel of the industrial age. As early as 
1919, the popular magazine Scientific American 
posited that the United States would not make it 
past 1935 with any appreciable oil supply. 
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America’s most plentiful energy: Coal was the first energy source of the industrial revolution, 


and there is enough in the ground in the United States to last hundreds of years at current rates 
of consumption. Disfavored by environmentalists, coal is mainly used for production of electricity 


in America today. 


Across much of New England, 60 to 80 
percent of the land was cleared for pasture, 
tillage, orchards and buildings. Small re- 
maining areas of woodland were subjected 
to frequent cuttings for lumber and fuel.” 
Travelers on New England roads could 
observe in the late 1800s that they might 
travel the 100 miles from Boston to Hart- 
ford, Connecticut, and not see a single tree 
on the trip through the once-omnipresent 
forested land. 

On the plus side, much of the brilliant 
colors in New England’s fall foliage is 
due to the maple trees that grew up in the 
1900s to replace the oak and chestnut trees 
cut down in the clear-cutting of the 1800s. 

The same type of clear-cutting of for- 
est wood was true across much of the rest 
of the country until coal became a mass- 
produced heating fuel for Americans in 
the mid-1800s. But Americans did not 
switch to coal because of federal govern- 
ment mandates or 
subsidies. Instead, 
they switched to 
coal because it was 
a more efficient 
heating agent, and it 
was cheaper to use. 
Poor American city 
dwellers chose coal 
over wood because 


heating homes with wood from tree farms 
had become more expensive than more ef- 
ficient and less expensive coal. 

Ironically, Jimmy Carter acknowl- 
edged this market change in his alarmist 
1977 speech seeking government inter- 
vention: “Twice in the last several hun- 
dred years, there has been a transition in 
the way people use energy. The first was 
about 200 years ago, when we changed 
away from wood — which had provided 
about 90 percent of all fuel — to coal, 
which was much more efficient. This 
change became the basis of the Indus- 
trial Revolution. The second change took 
place in this century, with the growing 
use of oil and natural gas.” 

Coal reigned as the fuel of choice until 
a cheaper and more efficient substitute 
took its place: oil. According to the U.S. 
Energy Information Administration, “Coal 
became dominant in the late 19th centu- 
ry before being overtaken by petroleum 
products in the middle of the last century, 
a time when natural gas usage also rose 
quickly. Since the mid 20th century, use 
of coal has again increased (mainly as a 
primary energy source for electric power 
generation), and a new form of energy — 
nuclear electric power — emerged. After 
a pause in the 1970s, the use of petroleum 
and natural gas resumed growth, and the 
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overall pattern of energy use since the late 
20th century has remained fairly stable.” 


Oil “Crisis” to Promote 
Environmentalism Today 

President Obama has taken over where 
Jimmy Carter left off, telling the nation 
that “oil is a finite resource” in a June 
15, 2010 national address after the British 
Petroleum gulf oil spill. “For decades, we 
have known the days of cheap and eas- 
ily accessible oil were numbered. For 
decades, we’ve talked and talked about 
the need to end America’s century-long 
addiction to fossil fuels.” But if there is 
a lesson to be learned from the past few 
years of renewed oil production in the 
wake of rising global oil prices, it’s that 
consumers will choose substitutes when 
oil is no longer cheaper than the alterna- 
tives. For now, oil remains one of the 
cheaper energy options when compared 
with renewable biofuels or coal-based 
electrical heat. 

Environmentalists may claim that fed- 
eral mandates — such as CAFE standards 
for automobile efficiency and mandates 
to use ethanol — have curbed produc- 
tion, and it is possible this had a small im- 
pact. But actual reductions in oil demand 
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— both in the United States and abroad 
— only occurred in the last few years as 
real oil prices have risen in the global mar- 
ket. While American consumption of oil 
peaked in 2005, CAFE regulations have 
been on the books since the 1970s, and the 
ethanol mandate didn’t take effect until 
2008 — three years after oil consumption 
began declining anyway in the wake of 
spiking prices on the global market. 


Consumer Energy “Sacrifice” 
From the beginning, President Obama 
has embraced the government-mandate 
model to move Americans away from oil 
and other fossil fuels, usually under an en- 
vironmentalist rubric. Obama said on the 
campaign trail in a January 2008 interview 
with the San Francisco Chronicle, “Under 
my plan of a cap and trade system, elec- 
tricity rates would necessarily skyrocket.” 
Carter was equally explicit back in 
1977: “Our solutions must ask equal sac- 
rifices from every region, every class of 
people, and every interest group. Industry 
will have to do its part to conserve just as 
consumers will.” After telling Americans 
that they must “sacrifice,” Carter told 
the Americans that conservation is “the 
quickest, cheapest, most practical source 
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Energy efficiency and price: As the price for oil goes up, consumers will choose electric 
power or other oil alternatives to power their automobiles, so there is no need for government 


regulations to reduce energy consumption. 
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of energy,” which he described as “the 
cornerstone of our policy, ... to reduce 
demand through conservation.” 


The Real “Peak Oil” 


Forcing Americans to conserve oil and 
other fossil fuels through government 
mandates is unnecessary, even if one ac- 
cepts the proposition that we are running 
out of oil or other energy resources. After 
all, a dwindling supply of oil or anything 
else would cause upward pressure on 
prices, encouraging voluntary conserva- 
tion or the development of alternatives. 
But the Economist observed a different 
type of “peak oil” in its August 3, 2013 
article “Yesterday’s fuel.” The Economist 
postulated of oil-shortage alarmists: “We 
believe that they are wrong, and that oil is 
close to a peak. This is not the ‘peak oil’ 
widely discussed several years ago, when 
several theorists, who have since gone 
strangely quiet, reckoned that supply 
would flatten and then fall. We believe 
that demand, not supply, could decline. 
In the rich world oil demand has already 
peaked: it has fallen since 2005.” Partly 
because of a rise in prices for oil at the 
pumps in recent years, consumers have 
demanded more efficient vehicles across 
the world’s advanced economies. But 
advancing technology has also played a 
role, according to the Economist. “Ana- 
lysts at Citi, a bank, calculate that if the 
fuel-efficiency of cars and trucks im- 
proves by an average of 2.5% a year it 
will be enough to constrain oil demand; 
they predict that a peak of less than 92m 
b/d will come in the next few years.” 
Reduction in demand by consumers 
using the free market price incentive has 
already hinted at how this “energy crisis” 
will be solved. The only question is: Will 
the market correct itself before inefficient 
politics injects itself ever more deeply 
into the mix, costing taxpayers billions in 
more bad loans for risky — and politically 
connected — “alternative” energy com- 
panies such as Solyndra ($570.4 million), 
Abound Solar ($494.3 million), Fisker 
Automotive ($160 million), Range Fuels 
($163 million), A123 ($390.1 million), 
and Abengoa ($2.8 billion)? And will the 
market change take place before more 
costly political regulations inefficiently 
try to manipulate the market with more 
unnecessary federal mandates? Hl 
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EXERCISING THE RIGHT 


WRIC, the ABC affiliate out of Rich- 
mond, Virginia, ran an investigative story 
on May 2 about the difference between 
merely owning a gun and knowing how 
to use a gun for self-defense. As WRIC 
explained, even the National Rifle Asso- 
ciation says it is not enough to just have a 
gun available for personal protection. Ed 
Coleman, a general manager at Colonial 
Shooting Academy in Richmond, told 
WRIC, “Hundreds of people that own fire- 
arms ... [have] never shot ’em.” Coleman 
is a firm believer that anyone who owns a 
gun should, at the very least, take a basic 
pistol shooting class. “It gives them the 
tools they need to be able to learn to shoot 
correctly and safely,” he said. Coleman 
recommends regularly firing a pistol to be 
prepared. “You can be reasonably profi- 
cient if you shoot once a month,” he said. 
WRIC news anchor/investigative re- 
porter Kerri O’Brien attended an eight- 
hour shooting class that focused on im- 
portant information, such as knowing the 
different parts of the firearms, and how 
to properly store, load, shoot, and even 
clean a pistol. O’Brien practiced shoot- 
ing her new pistol, but she acknowledged 
that shooting on a range under no stress 
is likely very different from the panic of 
pointing a gun at an intruder breaking into 
your home. The WRIC article suggested 
that gun owners should have a personal 
protection plan that includes a designated 
safe room that has a phone to call police, a 
flashlight, extra keys, and your pistol and 
ammunition. Also, there should be only 
one point of entry to the safe room, which 
makes it easier to defend yourself, and the 
room should have windows so that you 
can escape or communicate with police. 
Being prepared for such a scenario is 
important, but so is being knowledgeable 
about the law, says Virginia State Senator 
and former Louisa County Commonwealth 
Attorney Tom Garrett, Jr. “Anything you 
can do as a responsible gun owner to not 
produce your weapon, much less dis- 
charge, is advisable,” he said. “You have 
a right to use force where a reasonable 
person could perceive imminent threat of 
death or serious injury to themselves or 
another.... You can never use force [in Vir- 
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“.. the right of the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed.” 
_ “RENEE, ——E—E——eeeee. 


ginia] in defense of property.... Your life 
will never be the same because you shot 
someone today,” Garrett said. “At the very 
least, you will probably be tried in front of 
a grand jury. You could go to prison for the 
rest of your life.” 


Revenge Shooting 
Thwarted by Armed Victim 


KXAN out of Austin, Texas, reported on 
April 30 about a shooting that could have 
been much worse if the intended victim 
did not have his own firearm. The shoot- 
ing suspect was a former employee who 
was recently fired from his job at a con- 
struction site. According to police reports, 
the suspect returned to the site armed with 
a gun and opened fire on the site’s fore- 
man. Fortunately, the foreman had his 
own pistol, which he immediately drew 
and used to return fire. The exchange of 
bullets between the two led to both men 
suffering severe injuries. 

Authorities did say that the foreman has 
a concealed carry license and was well 
within his legal rights to have the gun with 
him at work. Police also acknowledged 
having an earlier complaint regarding the 
same disgruntled employee who had pre- 
viously returned to the construction site. 
Austin-Travis County EMS said both men 
were taken to University Medical Center 
Brackenridge. An employee at a nearby 
restaurant, Lori Salas, told KXAN that the 
foreman was eating lunch in her restaurant 
about an hour before the shooting. She rec- 
ognized him as they carted him away on a 
stretcher, and she said the injured foreman 
was sitting up and talking on the phone as 
medics loaded his stretcher into the ambu- 
lance. “There’s never been any issues,” said 
Salas. “I’ve been working here for almost a 
year. They’ve been here the whole time I’ve 
been here. They come in a lot.” 


Don’t Mess With a Vet 


The Fox Affiliate out of Hartford, Con- 
necticut, reported on April 19 about a har- 
rowing violent encounter that involved a 
National Guard staff sergeant who refused 
to be a victim. The sergeant, who request- 


ed that his name not be used, was driving 
in the early hours of the morning when he 
was stopped by two cars blocking the road. 
The sergeant honked his horn and yelled 
for the men to move, but they immediate- 
ly became “confrontational.” When they 
menacingly approached his vehicle, the 
sergeant explained to the two men that he 
didn’t want trouble. The two men turned, 
seemingly to go, and they got into their 
vehicles. Suddenly, one of the men used 
his car to ram head-on into the sergeant’s 
vehicle, and the second man drove up 
alongside the sergeant and pointed a gun 
at him. The sergeant, who had served in 
both Afghanistan and Iraq, pulled his own 
pistol and fired several shots at the men, 
hitting one of them. The two suspects fled 
the scene but soon showed up at a nearby 
hospital, where both were arrested. 


Second 
Amendment Sisters 


Examiner.com reported on April 17 about 
a gun-rights advocacy organization called 
“Second Amendment Sisters,” or SAS for 
short. The organization is “run by women 
for women” and “is a women’s advocacy 
group dedicated to preserving the basic 
human right of self-defense, as recog- 
nized by the Second Amendment.” The 
group was formed in 1999 by five women 
in response to the Million Mom March 
and other efforts to lump women together 
as opponents of the Second Amendment. 
The group has since expanded to include 
chapters across the country. Chapter activ- 
ities include meeting for monthly shoot- 
ing drills, as well as other events aimed 
to build camaraderie and knowledge. NRA 
instructor Margot Keyes, who recently be- 
came the New Hampshire state coordina- 
tor, explained that civilians and police are 
not ona 1:1 ratio, which means that unless 
you have your own bodyguard, you will 
need to be your own bodyguard. Keyes 
also said that the goal of SAS is to make 
women “comfortable, safe and skilled” in 
protecting themselves and prove that guns 
aren’t just for guys, because “self-defense 
is a basic human right.” i 

— PATRICK KREY 
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Fighting Income Inequality 
via Class Warfare 


Ire: In a speech in Washington, D.C., 
as reported by the Associated Press for 
December 4, 2013, President Obama 
called income inequality the “defining 
challenge of our time.”’ Obama, said the 
wire service, “vowed to focus the last 
three years of his presidency on address- 
ing the discrepancy.”’ 

Item: Writing in the New Yorker for 
May 1, 2014, John Cassidy took note of 
the publishing phenomenon surrounding 
a book about income inequality by French 
economist Thomas Piketty entitled Capital 
in the Twenty-First Century. As he said, 
“Articles about Piketty have proliferated 
like spring flowers.” 

Among other words of flattery, the New 
Yorker columnist praised the economist 
and his work for re-energizing “the debate 
about how to tackle rising inequality, ex- 
tending it from issues like wage stagnation 
and C.E.O. pay to the broader question of 
wealth distribution. We can already see 
how the dividing lines will be drawn. Many 
liberals and progressives will embrace Pik- 
ettys calls for more redistribution through 
the tax system. Conservatives who have 
their heads in the sand will question wheth- 
er rising inequality is a real problem.” 

ITEM: A Washington Post article dated 
April 16, entitled “Is a global wealth tax 
the key to reducing income inequality?,” 
promoted Piketty’s call to raise marginal 
income tax rates in the United States to 
as high as 80 percent. The Post cited the 
French economist, as well as research 
published by the International Monetary 
Fund, as justification for a “way to shrink 
the share of wealth at the top,” namely by 
introducing a “global tax on all capital.” 
There is another key point, said the Post’s 
Joann Weiner: “All countries have to 
adopt the tax to keep capital from fleeing 
to tax havens.” 

Item: Robert Reich, secretary of labor 
in the Clinton administration and now a 
professor of public policy at the Goldman 
School of Public Policy at the University 
of California at Berkeley, blasted the “big- 
gest right-wing lies about income equal- 
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CORRECTION 
Fux 


Rhetoric versus reality: President Obama has repeatedly stated that he is focusing on lessening 
income inequality in the United States, but Census figures from 2012 show that under his watch 
Americans in poverty increased by 6.7 million and median family income dropped five percent. 


ity” in Salon for May 6, 2014. One alleged 
lie is this, according to Reich: “The rich 
and CEOs are America’s job creators. So 
we dare not tax them.” 

Reich insists that, at the very least, “the 
rich must pay higher taxes in order to pay 
for better-quality education for kids from 
poor and middle-class families. Labor 
unions must be strengthened, especially in 
lower-wage occupations, in order to give 
workers the bargaining power they need 
to get better pay. And the minimum wage 
must be raised.” 

CORRECTION: Don’t you love to listen 
to preaching from phony egalitarians who 
are listed in “Who’s Who” but don’t have 
a clue about what’s what? Scrutinizing 
the world assiduously and thinking very 
deep thoughts, these wunderkinder have 
come to the conclusion that wealth is not 
fairly distributed. This prompts their solu- 
tion, which turns out as follows: Have the 
government grow large enough to make 
everyone poorer. 

Since existing intrusions into the market- 
place have not led to nirvana, many of these 
class warriors have concluded that even 
more interference and taxation is needed. 

Facts may be stubborn things, but they 
apparently can be ignored when the object is 
to pit Americans against one another in the 
name of government-mandated outcomes. 


The individuals making up the evil one 
percent — who are purportedly so cheap 
that they won’t even spend the time of day 
if it means they can drive the deprived fur- 
ther into the dirt — actually are already 
being squeezed pretty tight on the money 
they have earned. The well-off do shell out 
more in taxes, but they also must pay at a 
disproportionately higher rate due to the 
progressive nature of the income-tax sys- 
tem — the system that isn’t “progressive” 
enough for today’s socialists. 

The rationale for pushing for higher 
taxation is not borne out by the actual 
figures. As pointed out by the Heritage 
Foundation in December, the data from 
the Congressional Budget Office show 
that the president’s 


premise for pushing the tax — that 
the rich pay a smaller share of their 
income in taxes than the middle class 
— is faulty. The top 1 percent of in- 
come earners pays almost three times 
as much tax as a percentage of their 
incomes as the middle class. 
According to CBO, the top 1 per- 
cent of income earners — families 
earning more than $613,700 in 2010 
(the latest year of available data) — 
paid an effective tax rate on all federal 
taxes of 29.4 percent. They paid 24.2 
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percent of all federal taxes while earn- 
ing just under 15 percent of all income. 

The middle class — families earn- 
ing more than $71,400 — paid an ef- 
fective tax rate of 11.5 percent. They 
paid 9.1 percent of all federal taxes 
and earned 14.2 percent of income. 

CBO also estimated that the top | 
percent will pay 33.6 percent of their 
income in federal taxes this year — 
well above what the [Warren] Buffett 
Rule calls for. 

As a result of the President’s poli- 
cies, the top | percent of income 
earners will pay four percentage 
points more of their income in fed- 
eral taxes in 2013 than they did in 
2010 — before the President signed 
his long-sought tax hikes into law. 
That is a 14 percent increase in their 
effective tax rate. 

President Obama is likely to keep 
pushing to raise taxes even higher as 
part of his campaign to reduce in- 
come inequality. 


Figures from the Internal Revenue Service 
also show that in 2010 the top 10 percent 
of income earners paid 71 percent of all 
federal income taxes (while earning but 45 
percent of all income). Meanwhile, the en- 


tire bottom 50 percent paid only two per- 
cent of such income taxes (while earning 
12 percent of income). 

Part of the inequality scam being pushed 
by the Left in the academic, political, and 
media sectors is centered on a demand for 
a higher mandated minimum wage. You 
might think that promoting a policy that 
could kill a million jobs — which is what 
a Congressional Budget Office study con- 
cluded earlier this year — would be a bad 
thing for the economy. And if you think 
that, you are correct. But perception ha- 
bitually trumps reality among Washington 
policymakers. 

As noted happily in the Washington Post, 
promoting an increase in the federal mini- 
mum wage is an “issue Democrats can win 
on.” Similarly, the New York Times believes 
the minimum-wage issue should help lib- 
eral candidates by increasing voter turnout. 
Politics is, after all, what really counts — 
even if small businesses and a great many 
would-be workers are bound to suffer. 

Among others, former Labor Secretary 
Reich and Big Labor are in sync on this 
issue. This should hardly be a surprise since 
they play for the same Big Government 
squad. When the central government de- 
cides how much workers are worth, or pre- 
tends it can do so, this forces employers to 


Does increasing unemployment enrich the poor? Robert Reich, secretary of labor under Bill 
Clinton, has called for enriching the poor by strengthening unions, raising the minimum wage, and 
increasing taxes on the rich — all options with long track records of creating high unemployment. 
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pick up the tab. There are winners and los- 
ers. The object, if you are a politician, is to 
take earnings from the producers and hand 
it to those who will give you their votes in 
return. If that sounds suspiciously like brib- 
ery, you’ve been paying too much attention. 

The fact that Big Labor supports a job- 
killing bill might surprise some. But loy- 
alty in politics often really does depend on 
mixing metaphors: whose ox is gored and 
whose back is scratched. In this instance, 
the president and his organized labor allies 
are working with each other, not working 
on behalf of Americans as a whole. 

The AFL-CIO’s president, Richard 
Trumka, as columnist Fred Wszolek put 
it, has “breathlessly praised the ‘sheer 
breadth’ of wage hike efforts around the 
country as ‘breaking new ground in dy- 
namic ways.’ And no wonder he’s pleased. 
If minimum wages increase, Big Labor is 
in for a windfall.” 

To be sure, the pay of union workers is 
much more than the minimum wage. How- 
ever, there is more involved. As Wszolek 
writes, many of the union bosses 


set up their contracts so that an in- 
crease in the minimum wage leads 
to an increase in the union wage as 
well. Baseline union wages are often 
set at a certain percentage above the 
minimum wage, so the former would 
be set to increase. 

Higher union wages mean higher 
union dues. And labor bosses like 
Trumka know how important these 
dues are. As union membership de- 
clines across the country, they’re 
grasping for every cent they can get 
their hands on. Of course, whenever 
union coffers fill, that’s good news 
for the sympathetic politicians they 
tend to support during election years 
— like the President and certain 
Members of Congress pushing for 
the minimum wage hike. 

That’s the real cycle of minimum 
wage economics. A higher minimum 
wage means a higher union wage, 
which means higher union dues. 
Businesses have to slow down hir- 
ing or lay off workers, jobs disap- 
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A winning plan? Democrats feel they can win the November elections by promising wealth 
redistribution, such as a plan to raise Seattle’s minimum wage to $15 per hour. Though such 
moves have historically led to fewer jobs and less wealth for the poor, many people will 
support them. 


pear, but more money pours into the 
pockets of Big Labor bosses. 


When a hefty economic tome by a French 
socialist becomes arguably the hottest 
policy item in the political world, more 
is at play than a fad. The Piketty book is 
being used as an academic cover for the 
tax increases and massive wealth distribu- 
tion that the establishment is trying to sell. 

Never mind that sputtering economies 
are not fixed by more redistribution. That 
kind of recipe doesn’t make the economic 
pie any bigger. 

Indeed, if you want less of something, 
there is a well-known way to do so: You 
tax it. In this instance, it is the produc- 
tive who will be taxed. The incentive to 
the “rich” will be to produce less because 
more of what they have earned is being 
taken from them and given to others. At 
the same time, those on the receiving end 
of the handouts are being rewarded based 
on their lack of production. 

Piketty argues, in essence, that the gov- 
ernment knows best how to reallocate the 
assets of others. He claims that the wealthy 
will just keep feeding their resources into 
the bureaucratic maw regardless of the 
level of taxation. 

And this is an economist who is being 
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likened to Adam Smith. The New York 
Times, for instance, enthuses about how 
this “blockbuster” of a book “punctures 
earlier assumptions about the benevolence 
of advanced capitalism.” The Zimes con- 
tinues: “‘Capital in the Twenty-First Cen- 
tury,’ with its title echoing Marx’s ‘Das 
Kapital,’ is meant to be a return to the kind 
of economic history, of political economy, 
written by predecessors like [Karl] Marx 
and Adam Smith.” 

Yes, that Adam Smith — the Scottish 
social philosopher and political econo- 
mist. Two centuries on, Smith remains a 
towering figure in the history of economic 
thought. The great Scot maintained: “The 
first and chief design of every system of 
government is to maintain justice; to pre- 
vent the members of a society from en- 
croaching on one another’s property, or 
seizing what is not their own.” 

However, the French idol of the hour 
— because his work can be used to justify 
the designs of expropriators — has a very 
different premise. Piketty, a professor at 
the Paris School of Economics, wants to 
institute an income tax with a top rate of 80 
percent, as well as to impose a global wealth 
tax. This is all designed to reduce the current 
bugaboo, income inequality, via the seizure 
by statists of what is not their own. 
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In the real world, the amount of pain 
that is inflicted on producers does make 
a behavioral difference. Writing in the 
Washington Times, economist Stephen 
Moore explains: 


If tax rates didn’t matter, as Mr. Pik- 
etty conjectures, then it would be hard 
to explain why Florida and Texas — 
states with no state income tax — have 
gained four times the number of jobs 
over the past 20 years as the two states 
with the highest rates, California and 
New York (with rates close to 13 per- 
cent). If overspending and high tax 
rates create a workers’ paradise, why 
have American workers left these two 
states in such a steady stream? 


At their base, such campaigns against 
“imequality” are rooted in envy. They are 
implemented in this country by expanding 
the federal government and hooking recip- 
ients on its favors. The message of resent- 
ment used to lure recipients carries with it 
the implication that they are entitled to the 
wealth of others. 

This is not a new insinuation, but it is 
an ugly one. When it was being sold in 
the Russian language, the accompanying 
cry was to liquidate the “kulaks.” These 
were, in the words of Lenin, “bloodsuck- 
ers, vampires, plunderers of the people 
and profiteers, who fatten on famine.” 

Yet, there are never enough rich to sati- 
ate the state. The definition of a kulak, as 
described by historian Robert Conquest, 
expanded beyond that of relatively afflu- 
ent peasant. Before long, “a Marxist con- 
ception of class struggle led to an almost 
totally imaginary class categorization 
being inflicted in the villages, where peas- 
ants with a couple of cows or five or six 
acres more than their neighbors were now 
being labeled ‘kulaks,’ and a class war 
against them declared.” They took nearly 
all foodstuffs from the kulaks, causing the 
starvation of millions — a man-made fam- 
ine called the Holodomor. 

Those Bolsheviks, in the defining chal- 
lenge of their time, sure knew how to deal 
with income inequality. Ml 

— WILLIAM P. HoaR 
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Funneling Ukraine Bailout to Putin, Wall Street 


or the past several 
Pieenns the Ukraine- 

Crimea crisis has sim- 
mered as a volatile flashpoint 
that could erupt into all-out 
war, with potential for dire 
global ramifications. At least 
that’s how it has been present- 
ed to us by President Obama, 
Hillary Clinton, John Kerry, 
establishment Republicans, 
and the usual talking heads of 
the mainstream media. Mas- 
sive aid, they say, is urgently 
needed and must be rushed 
to the new government of 
Ukraine (which is largely composed of “former” communists and 
pro-Kremlin oligarchs) to enable them to stand up to Russian bully 
Vladimir Putin. 

The U.S. Congress and the International Monetary Fund 
have responded with alacrity — and with billions of dollars and 
SDRs (Special Drawing Rights, the IMF’s “currency”). But, as 
the smoke clears, it turns out that billions of dollars/SDRs fast- 
tracked to Kiev to help the new regime defy Bully Putin will 
actually be going to ... (surprise!) Bully Putin. 

Yes, as THE NEW AMERICAN reported in an online article for 
May 20 entitled “U.S. Taxpayers Funding Putin via IMF Bail- 
out of Ukraine,” much of that “anti-Putin” funding will be used 
by Ukraine to pay Russia for past, current, and future deliveries 
of natural gas. And, as to be expected, a considerable portion of 
the IMF’s more than $17 billion worth of SDRs will go to bail 
out the Russian, European, and U.S. banks and hedge funds that 
encouraged the reckless policies of Ukraine’s previous regimes. 
The details of those bailouts to the Western banking mafias may 
dribble out over the next few months, but we can rest assured 
that the MSM mavens will find plenty of Kim Kardashian and 
Justin Bieber distractions to divert public attention from these 
“mundane” matters. 

Speaking of diversions, one might pause to consider that Pu- 
tin’s entire opposition to Ukraine’s independence and accep- 
tance of the IMF deal was an enormous charade, the purpose of 
which was to seal the deal he pretended to oppose. Think about 
it: American and European taxpayers were not about to sup- 
port another bank/country bailout scheme (after Greece, Cyprus, 
Portugal, Iceland, Spain, Ireland, etc.) — unless, of course, it 
could be dramatically and emotionally packaged. Putin could 
have nixed the IMF-Ukraine deal, which would have been a lot 
easier than all of the military showmanship and confrontation 
— but he didn’t, as THE NEW AMERICAN pointed out. 

“Much of that growing debt to the Kremlin,” TNA noted, 
“will now be paid off using funds extracted from American and 
European taxpayers — making it easy to see why Putin backed 
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the Ukrainian bailout at the 
IMF, but leaving pro-bailout 
Western politicians and offi- 
cials looking like fools at best, 
or collaborators at worst. In 
other words, under the guise 
of helping Ukraine stand up to 
Moscow, Western taxpayers 
were just fleeced to bail out 
Putin and his government.” 

Putin, you see, despite all 
of his theatrics to the con- 
trary, is on board with the 
globalist insiders’ plans to 
transform the IMF into the 
new global Federal Reserve, 
with the ability to confiscate global wealth by spinning out infi- 
nite amounts of SDRs. He has supported the globalist efforts to 
“reform” and “transform” the IMF at the G20 and other forums. 

We have written repeatedly over the past several decades about 
this ongoing push to “supersize” the IMF and endow it with un- 
precedented powers. That push is now intensifying, as the IMF 
and World Bank use events celebrating their joint 70th birthday to 
promote the transformation. During the final phases of World War 
Il, from July 1-22, 1944, delegates from 44 nations met at Bretton 
Woods, New Hampshire, for the United Nations Monetary and Fi- 
nancial Conference. Out of that conference came the financial ar- 
chitecture of the post-war world, including the IMF and the World 
Bank Group, institutions that have had a profoundly destructive 
effect on the old economic and political order of the world. These 
same institutions have enjoyed a correspondingly profound role 
in the construction of a New World Order, one in which global- 
ist elites have engineered the concentration and centralization of 
power and wealth — into their hands. 

In a 1984 essay for the Council on Foreign Relations’ journal 
Foreign Affairs entitled “A Monetary System for the Future,” 
Harvard Economist Richard N. Cooper wrote, “I suggest a radi- 
cal alternative scheme for the next century: the creation of a 
common currency for all of the industrial democracies, with a 
common monetary policy and a joint Bank of Issue to determine 
that monetary policy.” (Emphasis in original.) 

Cooper noted that his radical proposal would require a “pool- 
ing of sovereignty,” the end of independent nations, and a “con- 
vergence of political values” with totalitarian regimes. “This 
one-currency regime is much too radical to envisage in the near 
future,” he admitted. “But it is not too radical to envisage 25 
years from now.... It will require many years of consideration 
before people become accustomed to the idea.” 

Are Americans now sufficiently “accustomed to the idea’? Or 
will we finally demand that Congress “Get Us Out of the United 
Nations” — and out of the IMF, World Bank, WTO and all other 
UN affiliates? Hl 


THE NEW AMERICAN @ JUNE 9, 2014 


The Lord created man and the animals. 
We just help keep His creations thriving! 


The #1 Researched 
Glucosamine/Chondroitin 
Brand* 


“Help support 
joint comfort 
with Cosamin ASU.”” 


- Robert Henderson, Pharm.D. 
Chairman 


RESEARCHED 
Glucosamine/ 
Chondroitin Brand“ 


JOINT HEALTH SUPPLEMENT* 
For Your Joint Health* 


Request your FREE 60 capsule 
bottle of Cosamin®ASU*™*. 


Call 1-877-267-2646 and mention 
The New American. 


For a list of our products and special 
offers, visit NutramaxLabs.com 


Based on published studies in U.S. peer-reviewed journals, 
Cosamin is the most researched glucosamine/chondroitin brand. 


*THESE STATEMENTS HAVE NOT BEEN EVALUATED BY THE FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION. 
THIS PRODUCT IS NOT INTENDED TO DIAGNOSE, TREAT, CURE, OR PREVENT ANY DISEASE. 


nuTrRamax **Shipping and handling charge of $4.95 will apply. 


LABORATORIES Like us on Facebook 
CONSUMER CARE, INC. www.facebook.com/cosamin 


Nutramaxlabs.com 
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Cosequin Is the #1 Veterinarian 
Recommended Retail Joint Health 
Supplement Brand“ 


“Cosequin is the 
ONLY brand | trust 
for my pets!" 


- Jungle Jack Hanna 
Director Emeritus of the 
Columbus Zoo 


Veterinarian 
Recommended 


COSEQUIN 


Joint Health Supplement 
For Your Pet’s Joint Health 


MANUFACTURER'S COUPON 


COSEQUIN 


EXPIRES 12/31/2014 


product for dogs and cats 


Consumer: Limit one coupon per purchase. This coupon is good only on purchase of product indicated. Coupon must be 
surrendered at time of purchase. VOID WHERE TAXED OR PROHIBITED OR IF COPIED, ALTERED, SOLD, OR TRANSFERRED. 
Not valid outside the USA. Consumer must pay sales tax. May not be combined with any other offer. Not valid online. 
Improper use or redemption constitutes fraud. Cannot be doubled. Retailer: Nutramax Laboratories, Inc. (*Nutramax”) will 
reimburse you the face value of this coupon plus 8 cents handling provided it is redeemed by a consumer at the time of 
purchase on the product specified by the expiration date noted above and you otherwise comply with Nutramax’s Coupon 
Redemption Policy at www.nutramaxlabs.com. Retailer must send coupon to Nutramax within 90 days of the expiration 

date. Upon request, retailer must provide invoices showing purchases of sufficient stock to cover all coupons submitted. 
Coupons not properly redeemed will be void. Mail coupons to Nutramax, CMS Dept. 55970, 1 Fawcett Dr., Del Rio, TX 78840. 
Cash value .001¢. 
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To learn more and for special offers, visit Cosequin.com 


YSource: Among retail brands. Survey conducted in July 2012 of small 
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